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. Expanding, hationwide interest and nvny in the area of educat|0nal accountabiity naturally has brought a
corresp0nd|ng demand for information concerning the various aspects of existing ) accountability programs More
and more, departments of edutation, legislators, teachers, and citizens ask, ‘‘What are other states doing about
accountabmty and hovware they doing it?”

If time and finances permitted, each mquuer could embark upon a lengthy Journey to find out flrsthand what
1s happening in other states, Or thWk out the hundreds of doecu from which mught be pieced” . ——

together various state accountabilit fories. Happily, the authors of this mopg@raph have simplified the task by
States; thus a single publication may

providing a careful overview of accountability efforts in four representat
replace on-site investigations with at-home examination of the facts.

r comprehensiveness and variety pnor to the
n for a sampling of accountability activity. The
the report also was an |mporta&con5|derat|orn

- All existing state accountability legisiation was studied
_selection of Colorado, Connecticut, Flonda, and Michi
willingness of the states to cooperate In the development

Careful review followed so that detalls of state gislation, umplementatlo, of the legislation; and” major
probtems in the four sfates cQuld be recourted accusately. A valuable hst of refe nces and copies of the actual
fegislativeacts complete the monograph

This addition to the list of Cooperative, Accoun abtlny Project (CAP) pubhcano s should prove to be highly
useful to educators and other individual$ who want and need 1o know more abou 'the vari aches to
educational accountability in states other than their own. The mOnograph provides bdth a fiieans o compansg/
and an introduction to the hows whys, and wherefores- of accountabllny VZ

4

!

CAP 15 mdebted to the authors and to the Wisconsin Department of Public Instru

addmon to the accountability hteramre ¢
e toe
// ‘ /" :
. ) a ‘ "Arthur R Olson, Director
v T Cooperative Accountability Project
7/
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E » has prepared this report
des§ribiyg the methods used by four states to achieve accountability through the assessment of students and
the Rvalpation of educational programs. The CAP Project Operations Board determined that a report of the

. Prog several states with vangd backgrounds and experiencesin accountability would benefit other states

In theisearch for ways to introduce accountability'methods into educational planning. Colorado, Connecticut,
Floridd -and Michigan were selected for this purpose.

Educational accountabuhty the main purpose gf which is to improve and increase student learning and
achigvement, Is a concept thé\t Is approached by several means. Many states are engaged In establishing
programs to obtain accountabe results which Include such methods as assessment of student achievement;
evaluation of educational programs; program plannlng and budgeting; management:-by-objectives; evaluation of
professional employees; and/or performance- baa&c{:;;ool accreditation. Goals, objectives, and public

reporting, along with attention to cost anéfyses, havg emgrged as essential elements to incorporate into these
methods or processes for attaining accountablhty E importantis the reflection that accountability entails a
continuous process of involvement of educators and community ¢itizens to bring about the improvement of
educational programs and student achievement. - Ay .

The four states addressed 18 this report are involved In several or al of/lﬁse methods, but the amount of
information that exists in these areas is so extensive that it would be impractical to include in one report every
means used by the four states to achieve their accountabahty aims. Since states nationwide are conducting .
pragrams to assess student achievement or to evaluate their educational programs to determine their iImpact
upon student learning, our conclusign was, to choose four states with legisiation for jncreasing student learning
and achievement through.assessment and evaluation of educational programs arid to describe the processes
and policieg-that they have instituted to implement their laws.

The majorty of the materjal for the report was gathered from
, agency publications from each of. e four states which ar
Accountability Repository. A questionfiaire and additional
information. A reference list of the publications used in t
report was sent to key state agency personnel for revisio

imerous articles and state educatipn
fncluded in Wisconsin’s State Educational
quines by telephone provided the rest of the
report Is contalned in Appendix A. A draft of the
andupdating. =~ .
The cooperation of state agency staffs in each’ of the four states is very much appreciated; '/nme',~.
patience, and effort were essential for the comple fon of this report. Special thanks for their invaluable aésistance
are due to Dr. Arthur R. Oison/ CAP Project Difector, Mrs. Kathryn DePew, Dr. Leonard P. Landry, and Mrs.
Betty-Jo Rule of the Cbiorado Depdrtment of Education; Dr. Crane Walker (deceased) and Ms. Judy L. Haynes
of the Florida Departipent of Education; Dr. George Kinkade and Dr. Douglas Dopp. of the Connecticut
Department of Education; and
Department of Education.

J. Huyser, Dr. Thomas H. Fisher, and Mrs June Olsen of thé Michigan

Phyllis Hawthorne‘
James H. Gold

.
!

State Educational Accountability ﬁep‘ository’
Dzéggmem of Public Instruction ,
Madigon, Wisconsin : . . K
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| _SECTION I. INTRODUCTION - e
. . / ’, ' ', . o -~ ‘:‘.'.-.-
Many states now have legislative acts that authomize GT'mandate various processes for attaining accounfability
or for the development of a system of accountability. Some of these laws were imposed upon state edugation |
agencies by state legisiatures; others were sought by state education agenties to authorize and fund programs, 4
they wished to develop and establish. By 1974, 30-states had enacted laws that involved vanous approaches to _,
' accountability. These include legislation jor state and/or local assessment progrartie; evaluation of educational
programs; development of educatiohal goals and objectives; the institution_of"a ‘program planning and budget
system (PPBS) ,-amanagement mform'at_Jon system (MIS), or a pnanagément-by-objectives (MBO) systerh,
evaluationagf-professional per‘sonne!;,and accreditation of schools based partially, at least, dpon pupil gain in
ach|evem;§)\All.these processes, are Gpnsidered to be ways and means for obtaining accouptable results in a
- state educatlon system. Some states are putting these methods into prattice with varying-dfgrees of progress;
others are just beginning, with the extent of their programs in action dependent upon both the intefpretation of .,
the laws by the state education agency ang by the resources avatablé to implément them. - ’

o . =
»

The laws vary from broad statements of intent, such as Connecticut’s law for the development of an
~evaluation and assessment procedure to measure educdtional programs, or Wisconsin’s law, which galls for. the
development of an assessment prgggram’ to measure pupil achigvement, to those that are more comprehensive In
scope. Such laws often include gpecific details concerning various steps in the assessment of students and also
tie in the law with other demands, for example, the identificatiorr of and remedtal assistance for low achieving
students (Michigan) , or cost analysis (Florida and Celoradof. - . . -
. , ‘ ¥ . . . o,

Other states began without legislation, (Minnesota, MisSour, and South Cardlina, for exardple) but are
simifarly involved in applying the concept of accountability to the educational process through diverse means
The apphcation of the accountability concept to education-has come to public attention nationwide} Indeed,
more than nationwide, as indicated by informational requests to, the Cooperative Accountability Project and

' SEAR which onginate from the Canadian provices, the British Isles, the European confinent, and Austrafia. With
or without laws, both the‘establishment of educational gogls and assessment have emerged as important
beginnings in a process to achieve educational accountability. Most of the states conduct assessment pro S -
or are'planning to initiate them, including the odutlying possessions of Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgip]slands.
More than 30'states have adopted educational goals - o - “

There can hardly be any degree of accountability or rr;’eamng to .the term without goals and asseésmgm,
whether they apply to the goals and assessment of a state Qcy management operatyen or to alocal school, its
curriculum, teachers, and students. S SN )

Three of the states In this report (Connecticut, Florida, and Michigan) are pperating state assessment
pragrams, the fourth (Colorado) ts concentrating upon local district accountabilfy and assessment. Alljfour -of.
these states have adopted educational goals ‘ . - .

Pur.pos:a and Subject of Report \

'

'Educational Accountability in Four States (Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, and Michigan) was written to
describe in detall the assessment and evaluation programs of the four states\and the development and
implementation of steps they initiated to progress toward, the goal of accountability. It is hoped that the
experiences and techniqués developed by the four states will prove useful to other states with a similar intent in

. therr planning and and operation of accountability and asgessment programs. An evaluation of the e'ﬂectlvene'ss
aof the fdur’states’ programs and a critical analysis of therr policies and strategies are not a part ofthisreport. The .
purpose of the report I1s to reptesent to as current a degree as possible and as’accurately as possjble, the facts of
what is being done by these tates in the inferpretation of their laws to advance the conceépt of.accountability.

v . R

Since the main thrust of Wisconsin’s role in the Cooperative Accountability Project is the examination of state
laws that relate 1o some aspect of the a¢countability concept, states with guch laws were sglected from different . -
part$ of the coutry, as well as hthose with some years' gf experience in diverse programs of assessment, the
,evaluation of programs, or the implementation of accountability models. Thé legislation for Colorado and Floridd
are titiéd Accountability Acts; Mighigan enacted legisiation for a state assessment program that Proposes\io - ’
accomplisty several things; and LConnecticut's jaw is simply 2 broad mandate for the [development of

\ assesé\‘,mem and evaluation progedure. " o N
N \ - 4

r




Format of Report .

. - n' )
Folfowing Section |, The Introduction, Sectno°n [l of the report discusses the laws enacted by th’e,four states.
that are the basis for their programs and,gives an explanation Qﬁhe background of the législation and the”
content of the statutes - .o A “

L] -
/ ‘ \ o -

. . A . . 1y . .
Sectlon |1l demonstrates how the laws dre being put into getion by each of the states.and%he changesn golicy |
and strategy that togk place since they were epacted Several-tables compare how the states are implementing .
their programs . < U o ’
.The CoTb&aqucgqunfabmty Program is explained separately. at the beginning of'Sgﬁuoo 1 Secause, unitke
Connecticut, Florda, and Michigan, Colorado's program is not a state assessment program and cannot be
fqm_pareﬁ‘to the assgssment programs of the other three states -

v
-~ i 4
.. ‘ .

In the course of wnting.about these activities, certainmajor issues emerged whieh are brought%p in Section IV ,,
+ ofthe report for the reader to contemplate and consider. - ' /
. I - :

. K . -
. [ ’ ;.

- Two appendixes complete the report Appendix A 15 an annotated reference ist of state agenciyweports and
athér materials that wére used in the research for th_e repart Appendix B presents:copies of tHe state laws that N
are coveredin the rggort Section Il of the report begins with\a discussionof these laws.

L .
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" SECTION Il. ACCOUNTABILITY AND ASSESSMENT
S ~ LEGISLATION OF THE FOUR STATES . -

’ \\\ Sl | /Introduction : .-

*Celoradd. Conngeticut. Fionda. and Mictigam nave enacted severa laws wh'ch’r/e;;c_t. the pubiic concern
expressed in the late '60s and early '70s with tke cost of egucation. what pupils are Tearnirg an¢ the demand for
betlter actoufting of local. state. and ‘ederal furds provided for educationai programs Coloragg enacted an .
educational eccountdbility statute in 197 1 for state ang local accountabitty programs that praced an emphas:s
upon local d'ls?rlct‘qomro! and meaningfui public involvement Connectrout’'s 197 1iaw called for the development T
of an assessmen: and evalyation procegure 10 measure tne adequacy .ency of the educationa!
. programs in the public schoo's. Connecticut’s state assessment 15 not marfdated. bu: § is being corducted with
;fﬁcal distrc: participation on a samplirg basis» M.crigan ard Fiomida estabished comjprehensve aws for state

assessment ard evaluatiory programs i» 1970 ang 1971 -espectvely. with an/ev¥phasis more upon state
supervision ana control The laws for, Fibrida and Michigar were crececea Dy awh nit-ated by the depariments
- of education 'n these states 1o authorize the deve'opm™enrt anc :mpidmentatior of an assessment and evaltation
plan Tne deveiopmen' of these statutes Dy the four states engaged staie agency personnel educators and thewr

professional organizations. legisiators and citizens in consideraie aeliperation pror 1o passage

AU

Laws concerning other aspects of accountability were enactea by Coiorado Connecticut. and Fionida that
are concerned with comprehensive planning. pregram pianning and budgeting systems and/or the evaluation
of professional personnel These statutes car pe found :» Leg;s;‘We States Accountab///"y and
AssessTent in Education. a reguiarly updated pubiicat:on of the Céoperattve Accountabitity Prosect An:o/zgh s

il

some mention 1s made of these laws, this repcrt s confined principally to thg .mplementation of faws thatAre .
related t@ accountability as approached through assessment ard evatuation The background gnd ®girerfents

- ~0f these 1aws are explainea More ‘ully n the text that follows ..~ °
. - € N

o' . . L , 13 . 3' - Ve ~—
L Colorado Legislation “» ' .

S » * Background of the Educational Accountabflity :Act .of 1971

~®oals and Pefformance Objectives - . .
' . T o
- The rmove toward accountabiity in Colorado bega before ‘the passage -of the Cé)loradofducatlor_\al ‘.

Accountabilty Act of 1971 (Title 22. Arygle 7. C R S 1973). State educatignal goajs had beén definedand o ' ~
.» adopted as early as 1962 and were restated in 1971 (they now are being feviewed for revision) . Performance
) objectives consistent with the state goals were.developed for the Colorado Evaluation Project. which was -
conducted in the 196978 school year, and for the Title Iff, needs assessment program first operated by the )
Colorado Department of Education’s Assessment and Evaluation Unit during 1970-7 1 The Colorado Evaluatibn
Project was introdyced to field test 4 mon Status Measures concurrently with a pilet program in assessment

and evaluation that measfired the pertor ce of sftudents in terms of specific objectives L

. _ Tutle 1l needs-assegsment programs followed in subsequent years with schooi participation on & voluntary

- basts, the purpose of which was to assess performance 1,12 subject areas to determine educational needs.
Each subject area was stated in térms of performance dbjectives that specitied what a pup!l should be ablgto .
accomphgh at the end of a given year in school The difference between ‘the stated objecfive and the
performance measured became the éducational need The needs assessment program continued through 1973 »
in Colorado, but a {ull scale assessment was not funded for 19%4 ¢ .

By the time the Colorado Accouﬁtabnlny Act was passed, the development of goals and performance

N objectives was hot a new experience for Colorado 2ducat (and consultentd in the stai@ educatiqn agency. lo N
addition, a substantial number of teachers had reviewed judged the apprqpriateness of the ®bjectives that .
. _ had been prepared for the nieeds assessment program. . ¢+ ’ -

-
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crarge Tobe effectrve the long-range pian should bea! leasY tye years 'n igngth «

’ .

School Accredutatron by’Contract g . -

Arcine sgi-hcant sler c.'/a d’acc ™acTey was jaker by Cotoraco with tne adoptron of an atternatve
s'a'e accrenranor program ca«eC Ceriract accreaniaton. frst or a piot badis in 1970 and then as a regular
crogram -~ 1972 Tre ~ove tonESsaccred tat on by contract paranns the intent and purposes of the Colorado

tlourtanp c, Actforthees’ ac//y"m"' ¢t ccascnoctastee accow’aor.ny programs. Theglan 1s described in
a Ccgrase Daoa' mens c® Exucator reco eettea A Schoor improvement Process- Accreditation by

oy~ ~
Lontral!

Tre coetract grograT mDroves upon ‘ne siancard siate accreditation program by emphasizing the
'“eas,, wert ¢t '.ésu.:s mather ma~ np.'s Contract accreditator n Colorago 1s a continuous improvement
ess K-‘2 'narencouragesa QCa sCrcoldis't et ic C devgiop s own standards based upon tong- range plans
'"e nesds Cf ine Duprs N the 0Ca GiSirCis TNe £rocess rvoives | H) commumiy participdtior  (2) goals
es (3 managemen’-Dy-0C eci’ves +r{yratve-simmative evallavon and (5) reporting. all of *
< comccrerts ¢f a" accouTiably sysfe™ ~COPDoMETEd :nto the contract between the iocal board of
.cat o a*: ~e Co 'crace S'ate Boarz¢! Educator s a comorehens~v° cortnuous. and Igng-range actior
“rarcntne oca d s"ci .gertfes spec ke staff anc studen! cDjeCtves angd gevelops activiies 1o attain the
&Ci.es Maragemen'-oy-coect ves s a orncoal cemporert of the plan, Agreement on the action plan | &
~me oca $enco dsverangine Co orade State Board of Ecucatior. folicwed by implementation of the
a~ cors'lulesaccrecaior -

mmr)
3

O ooy
I3 2 5 o «

T-e wora compreredsive = *he contex” of the pian genoies the nciusion of broad school-community
7.avement as we. as a comp'ele siugyewof “he .nterrelationsnips and irtergepenaence of every educatron‘ai
;eu goa' Cob.ectve, progra~ practce, sery ¢ce, ang resouree -

. .

Certauous ptarr g refers.ro cor*nuous evaluation by puiding a series of agpraisal checxpoinrts into the -
car o defer re whether the gesirec aims of thé program are peing acnieved by the means selected- for
acecnephsnmen: .

et . . . . . N

Treterp~ 10nQ- 'ar*ge sigrifies t mely acton for br»ngrng about gesrable change and preventing undesirable

£y ‘ ”~
Tra curpose of the coriract accredrrarror’arogram s expressea as follows in the Coloragc Depgrtment of
Eawca' cnrepor? . ’ v

® Asayto rrdrvrdua'rze schooi-gisirict accreditat:on by bas: ng it on the particular needs of-the students in
each ais'rnct )
» . N -
‘ |
® A way o implement comprehensive, continuous. iong- range planning by establshing specific staff
’ responsrbrmres and districtwide procedures .

- ?

® A way 1o make the best possible use 6f all avaldble resources by better relating te (a) $chool and”
commumity. (b) needs, goals. and objectives, (C) programs, practices, and services, ¢d program
piarningand budgeting, (e) inputs, processes. outputs. and (f) cot¥ and benems
’

: ' ,
® A v@?to cetermine results by establishing measurable objectives

. »
- . 4 LY

'® A way to take imely action by charting a long-range operatonal plan of who is to do what at what time ? .
X ak ! g nge p : r

3
< ’

The Colorado State Bbard of Education beheves that both the standard accredrfatron program and the -
contract accreditation program should be acgommodated in the state. Consequently, contract accreditation
was adopted by the State Board as a regular program by 1972;and both standard and contract accreditation
programs are sustained in Colorado at the present time Contract accrednatron has been called the precursor of
accountabihty by Colorado Department of Education staff, and the goals of thefontract accreditation program
and the accountabihty program dé. in fact. complen'gnt arfd strengthen both programs )

' Roland Powell and Leonard P Landry, A* School Inwxovomen! Process Accrecitaton by Contraci (Denver Department of

Ecucafion, June, 1971)
! 1bid . p.4. . ..
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C{the beginning of the 1975-76 school year 20 of Colorado s 181 lpcal school districts were partially under T
ontract accreditation, 27 local school districts were fully undgr contractaccreditation. By the end of the 1975- .
76 schoo! year. 16 additionat Cotorado schoot drstricts wiil have fnade progress toward contract accrediation. - -

Interim Committee on Public Eduéation and the Gibson Report o {

The Colorado Educational Accduntability Act was drafted and submuitted to the General Assembly in 1971
Aafter a two-year study pgriod by an Interm Gommittee on Public Education The Committee members included
‘ten tegislators and five educators and schoot patrons who were concerned about the costs of education and the
benefits recerved by the students from their educational experiences f

. ° %

Of major significance to the development of the Colorado Accountabiity Act of 197 1 was a report prepared
by John S Gibson. Professor at Tufts University and Director of the Lincoin Filene Center for Citizenship and
Public Affairs This report was written in cooperatuon with the Chairman of the Interm Committee on PubiiC.
Education.and was supported by a grant from the Colorado*Department of Education under Section 503. ESEA
Titie V, 1963 The report. entitted On Quality in Education.® had a great deal of impact upon the drafting and
passage of the Colorado Accountability Act of 1971, it recommended that the Colorado Generat Assembly
devise legisiation to credte an educanonal accountability program in the state

Central 10 the contents ofthe report’ are the 1deas that goals for quality in educat:on should be established,
specific objectives developed. and those educational decisions of the previous year which had an adverse or
- posttive effect an school processes and services and_gtudent achievement identified A penodic review of goals, <
and ob;ectwes sheuld be made and a measurement of stadent achievement conducted. Consrderation should be
given 16 rélating accountability to educational costs The dccountability program should be administered by the ~~
Colorado-Department of Education through an advisory-type accountability committee, in addition. Jocal distnct -~
accountability committees should be appointed. All of these ideas were drafted into the language of the
Colorado Educational Accountabsity Actof 1971 ¢ .

-

Another «mpressmn gamned from.the report 1s the idga that all O people who make decisions about the
education of students can advance the concept of acco mmy,’An e responsible for mproving the quabty of « » |
. education and for supplying the school services and proc s needed so that the students achieve thQ stated
goais and objectives. The governor and the legislators of a state have to provide the resources and backing
needed by the department of education to enhance the quality of education The departn;ent of education has to
provide the leadershnp and services needed td affect or rmptove the quahty of school services and processess
Superntendents. prncipais. and teachers must prow services and processes 1o advance sjydent
achievement The decisions of all educatiohal organiations, idsal boatds of education, and school comnmtiftees
in a state can affect the qualty of education. - ) ' :

The Colorado Accountability Act alludes to these ideas when it says that a purpose of the accountability
program is to define and measure quality in education -Reporting to students, parents. boards of education,
educators. and the general public 1s suggesteq as an approach to be explored. The State Advisory Compmittee
membership 15 10 inC ‘yde legistators and cltizens’ as well- as educators: local accountabiity commuttee
membership is 10 include local cjtizens as wey as local educators. The role of the Colorado Départment of
Education in assisting local school districts to\strengthen their educational programs is to be clarmed Local
school boards are to help their school patrons de\ermine the relative value of their school programs ‘compared to
therr costn other words, the attanment of acc ability 1s reached by the combined efforts of all segments of--
_educational decision makers. The nterrelationships and interdependence of these segments are expressed
more precisely in the Rules and Regulations which were promulgated to carry out the directives of the Colorado -

Accountability Act. (A copy of the Rules and Regulations 1s m ADDEHGIX B, and they are discussed i Section ~
i) - . ; T e
PPBES and Comprehensnve Planning z . L

- . ~ -, -

Ment|0n should be made of two other laws enacted n < 197‘r because of therr r,elatlonshlp to the Colorado
Accountabilty Act enacted the same year. These iaws are the PPBES Act (Program Planning, Budg@ing. and
Evaluation System) and the' Comprehensive Educational Planning Act. The Comprehensive E ionat
Planning Act (Titie 22, Artrcie 6. S..101-113. CR.S: 1971) was enactep‘ to provide ﬁnancrai support for the
development of school improvement plans under réquirements that are simitar to those needed for local schoot
district Coritract acereditation. The purpose of the PPBES Act was the development of a PPBES budget format

3 John § plbaon OnOwllrymEducnnon {Denver Department of Education. April, 1971) 4
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for use i the public schools that would present educational programs in terms of pupit achleverhent and reIate
2 the programs 16 cost

. The Comprehensive Ed'ucatk.(Plannrng Act no longer is funded, and.the PPBES Act was repealed in 1973
because :f proved to be unworkable€ in practice. A less restrictive law entitied the-Financial Pohcres and
Procedures Act (Title 22. Articie 44, Part2, CR.S 1873) succeeded it n 1973 which is more compatiblé with
the prowisions of the 1971 Accountabiity Act As a result of the 1973 law, a Financial Policies and Procedures
HandbOOR has been prepafed for use by the local school districts~ All the districts are requred to prepare

o, uniform budgets according to the progran-onented budget format cSafained in the Handbook The purpose of
the budget forma' 1S torelate anticipated costs and actual costs to designated programs.

; Principal Companents of the 197 1 Educational Accountability Act

Purpose ) '
Y .
Tne purpose of the Educational Accountabiity Act 1s presentedg instituting an accountabihty program *‘to
de*ne arc measure qualhity in education, and thus to help the public sChoo X Colorado to achieve such quality
aN‘ o expard the life opportunities and options of the students. and to provide to local schoo! boards asssstance

'~ helping tneir school patrons to determine the relatrve value of their school program as compared to 11s cost.’

ofteréd by the public scnoots ™
State and Local District Accountability Programs
' hY
- 14 - 2 N
The iaw requires that & state accountability program and tocal district accpuntabiiity programs be developed.
. The iegisiation. though comprehensive. /s not restrictive of dictatonal Local districts have control over thei own
goals. oojectives. programs, and evaiuation approaches A state assess t 1s not mandated in the
Accountabiiy Act . ;

) ~y

@aw does assign responsibilities that enable the school districts to buld programs for attaining
accountabilily commensurate with the general guidelnes stated ' the law. . These gurdehnes mclude- the
deveiopment of broad goals and performance objectives at the state and local levels and the development of a
system ‘or evalGating the achievement and performance of the students at the local levek Several approaches
are suggested for exammation in developing an evaluation mechamsm

- ~ I
-
-

stugent achlévement - . .
[ ]

. . Devetdptnent of appropridte testing procedures to prowde relevant comparative data at {east in the fields
R + of reading. language skilts, §pd mathematical skis - *

¥

. ’ N f

L4 Determrnatxon of the role #Department of Educatton in assastmg schoot dtstncts to strengthen therr
educanonat programs / v

of the publrcschools and providing data tor theappratsal of such performance

e
»’ ® Provision of information to help sehool d:stnct{ mcrease thew effocrency N using avarlable frnancral
- a7, "resources ‘ . .

! . - ' . » /I ‘ ’ ‘ * ’ -
L. “‘ State Boar,d of Education Duties ‘ -

f /
.
Y ./

State Board of Education duties enco{npas_sthe development of a state accountability progrdm whigh will

-t .\
-

® Destribe and provide for implermentation of a proé;pdure for thewupus examination and improvement

[y

of the goals tor educatton in the state S ‘Q - ~
® ldentrfy performance objectives that will lead to the achreve[nent ‘of the stated gf)als -
\): - - . * 6 ’ . ) .«- t ‘ " .

LT ) : - e 16‘ . ' . , 6-

Tne accountability program is “'to measure ob;ectnvely the adequacy and efhcuency of the educational programis -

® A-means for determining whether degisians atfectmg the educational process are advancing or rmpedrng ’

- 1
L Reportmg 10, students, parents, boards of education, educatorp and the general public on the performance

[N




® Adopta procedure for dglermining the extent ta which focal school districts accomplrsh thewr performance
oblectwes Develop evaluation instruments to provide the evaluation required, but not use standardized
, tests as the sole means for providing the evaluation

L4 ASSISt the focal boards of education to prepare district goals and objectives and the procedures for
measuring school district performancé in reaching them

. »
. . . ¢
- ~

’

® Recommend a procedure gnd timetable for the establishment of the local accountabslity programs

¢

® Adoptrules and regutations to impiement the Act . "
]

«
;]

"~ Advisory Committees T .

A state advisory committee i$ required by law to assist the Colorado State Board of Education in |dentrfymg
the procedyres needed te accompiish the requirements specified inthe Act. Local advisory committees are to be
appointed td make recommendations to the local school boards concerning the local accountability programs,
although the locai schoal boards maintain finai authonity. Citizen mvolvement 15 emphasized in the membership
both of the state and the focai advisory committees

A\

Reports ‘ .

The law directs the logal school boards to report to the residents of the school districts and to the Colorado
State Board of Education by December 31 annually on the extent of the achievement of therr stated goals and
objectives amd on the evaluation of educational decistons made during the previous year that affected schoof
services and processes,” The Colorado Stajé Board of Educaticn s to report by March 1 ona yearly basis to the
General Assembly on the progréss of the state and local.school dstrict accountability programs and recommend
any legislation it thinks 1s necessary to :mprove the educational quahty in the state. ' N

Appropriation - ) ] . ¢

The Generat Assembly appropriated $40,000 to the Colorado Department of Education for the fiscal year
beginning July 1. 1971, to carry out the implementation of the Act. Funding for the implementation of the Act
since the fiscal year 197 1-72 has beén designated from within the Department of Educatiort's general budge't

Colorado’s costs for the *fiscal year 1974-75 wefe: the costs of the District,Planning and Accountability
Services Unit of the Colorado Department of Education for assisfing the local dlstncts to meet the accountabnhty ¢ .
requirements under the law. The staff 1s composed of one supervisor, four consultants, and one secretary. The .
1974-75%osts (excluding full-time equivalent salaries) amounted to $13.500 for printing, publications, postage, ,
photocopying. telephone, ad travel. Exghty-five per cent of the tosts were funded by the state.

~

44
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* Connecticut tegrslatron -
In 1971 the Connecucm General Assembly enacted several laws for the evaluation of programs the passage
of which can be attributed to the concérns of the public, legislators, jand educatots regarding educatigp in the
state at that time. Cooperation developed between the, siatd¥s and educators as therr own reactions to these
concerns became known to one another. The Co ut State Board of Education and the Connecticut
- Gerieral Assembly shared an intérest in advancing mMept of accountability and for improving the quahty of
education throughout the state. An additional incentive was a mandate from the Governor's Office of Finance
anc Control that state agencies institute_a program planning and budgetmg sysfem whrch the Connecticut
Deparfment of E.ducanon dec;ded to rmplement as soon as possible. N <o .

2
Title 10, S. 4, Conn. Gen Stat o "

Acts were passed in 197110 Connecti(tm which called for a penodsc evaluation of specific programs; namely, .,
evaluation of vocationai and occupational education programs, programs: for.the disadvantaged,. special
education programs, federally funded programs, and expenrnental programs. Title 10, S. 4, Conn. Gen. Stat.

* The revised 1975 Rules and Réguiations altered these dates. Lowmdm“mmmmmm\Bdmmbynm
mammmwwwnsmaoaaamwnumrsm
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“ essentially retained tHe above statement but was more definitive In that it now asked the Connecticut State

*and efficiency-of the educational programs offered by the pubiic schools. . ™" The Con

- -entais the development of state educational goals and objectives. The 1971-72 readm‘g assessment was

Qollowmg-recommendat;ons from the Commissioner of Education for the passage of preVjous laws so that he

]
F

f

(Putiic Act No 665) 1s the law which 1s primarily related to the Connecticut 197 1-72 reading asse '\ ment.
Befol're the legislation was enacted, the Connecticut State Board of Education afready had approyed a )
Departme_nt of Education report and recommendations for a statewide needs assessment,and a statement of
goals upon which the asséssment should be based The Board approved of the recommendatr but
determined that the assessment should be a comprehensive study rather than merely meet the requirements of
ESEA THie lil ‘ . \
Title 10, S 4 (Public Act No 665) amended an earlier 1969 statute which had requested the Connecticut
State Board of Education to submit to the Governar and the Connecticut General Assembly *‘an acceunt of the
condition of e public schools and of the amount and quality of instruction-therein and such other information as
will apprise the General.Assembly of the tfue condition, progress and needs of public education.” The 1971 Act

. Board of Education to “'develop an evaluation and assessment procedure t0 measure geb/éctwely the adequacy
cticut State Bqard also
was dxrecteg to recommend policies and programs designed to improve education in the state.

The law 1s in keeping with the philosophy of Connecticut's State Board of Education, Commissioner, and staff X
of the Department of Education. Although it does not mandate a state assessment program, the Connecticut . -
Department of Education is operating a continuing, statewide, objectives-based assessment program that

*announced publicly by the Connecticut State Board in Octbber, 1971, it was the first cycle of a series of
assessments planned in other subject areas. Science was assdssed during the 1974475 school year. A second
reading assessment was conducted in the fall of 1975

SRS
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Florida Legislation

Background’oftheEducationalAccountabilityActo‘?1971 g C

-

Flonda’'s Educ’atua}al Accountability Act of 1971 was initiated by the Flonda Depas,éent of Education”

ould carry out his résponsibilities for public edudation in the state. An earlier faw enacted in 1968, Section
229551, Flonda Statutes, had instructed the Commussioner “'to expand. . . the capalyity of the state
.department of education for planning the state’s strategy for effecting.constructive educafgonal change, and
providing.  services necessary to achieve greater quality in education.” The Commissioner was further- -
instructed to use “all appropriate management.tools, techniques, and pracfices which will cause the state’s’ T ea
educational programs to be more effective and which will provide the greatest economies in the mahagement -
and operation of the state's system of education.” ) ' :

In order to carry out the instructions of Section 229.551, several pieces of legislatiogwere recdmmended by

the Commuissioner in subsequent years. First,the Commussioner gefined the major role of the state in education
in the form of nine statements ultimately adopted by.the Flonda State Board of Education in August; 1969, These ‘
statements included the estabhishment of state educational objectives in prionity order, sound financial support,
minimum standards for achievement and quality controis, assistance to localities for evaluating resuits, an

information systef, and efficient use of funds, among others.

v .
~ : . N ¢

The Commvssnone( recommended legislation establishing an educational research and developnfént program
in the Flonida Department of Education for developing new techniques to improve the quality of education. The
Flonda State Legislature approved the Educational Research and Development Program in 1969 and"
appropriated a sum annually for sponsoring the program beginning with the 1970-71 fiscal year. The Research
and Development Program contributed to Flonda's acgountability efforts by developing preliminary objectiyes
and test items for assessment and by piloting alternative edugational practices in the districts that are
intedocked with several aspects of the accountability program. ) ¢

3

The Commussioner also recommended to the Fionda Legistature that statutory authorjzation be afforded him
to develop a plan for evaluating the effectiveness of educational programs. In response to his recommendation
the Florida Legislature enacted Title 15,'F.S.A., 8. 230.23 in 1970. This law authorized the Commissioner to
develop evaluation procedures “designed to assess objectively the educational programs offered by the public
schools. . . and [develop] such methods as are riecessary to dssess the progress of students at various grade.
levels."” The plan was to provide each school districet with relevant comparative data and, to the eﬁtent possible,

Y . LI ,

.
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be compatible with the National Assessment ofEducanenafProgress TheCommissioner’s plan was delivered to
the Florida State Legislature by March, 1971, under the title PlaaTor Educational Assessment in Flornida. The
~ 1971 Sta;e Legslature adopted the Commissioner’s plan-armd’enacted the Educational Accountability Act (Title
15, Fa‘onda Statutes, S 228.57) Weéfry out the'procedures recemmended in the Commussioner’ splan

~In 1974 the Frorrda Accountabmty Act of 1971°was revised. The major provisiong of the revrsed Act are
described in'the next section, as well as the differences between the original faw and the revised law

1]

- Major Provisions of Florida's Revised Educational Account Act -

This law is a comprehensive accountabrh’ty statute based upon cosf efficiency and behavioral objectives. The
Commissioner of Education is directed to implement a program of gducational accountabrlrty for the operation
and managemem of the public schools which shall mcludeLthe f

® The establishment of major or uitimate, basic, specific,.ung@rm, statewide educationat objectives for eath
grade level'and subject area, inclucing, but not limited 1o, §eading, writing, and mathematics in the public
schools

e ~

. @ Auniform, statewide system of assessment based In part on criterion-referenced tests and in part on norm-
referenced tests to determine periodically pupil status, pupil progress and the degree of achievement of
established educational ob]ectwes . r

¢
-

® Procedures for comparing statewrde results to natignal indicators of student performance \
® An annual public report of the assessment results by grade and subject area for each schoot district and
the stateg, yith gn analysis and recommendations goncerning the costs and drfferentlal effectiveness of
Instruct pvograms i

—

The scnool boards of the local districts are to make annual reports of the assessmsul’rsby grade and
subject area for each school in the district and file a copy with the Commissioner of Education._

-

The amendmenfs in the revised law which changed the 197 1 faw are summafrzeB‘as fouQWS'
e The'1971 Act specrfred the subject areas to be assessed without rndréatrng grades readmg in"1971-72,
reading, mathematrcs and writing In 1972-73, and reading, wrmng mathernaucs and othér subject areas -
‘ n1973-74. - . . .
! e The 1974 Acf stipulated that all students in grades 3 and6 be a‘ssé;,séd rMhe sub;ect areas'ef, readmg.
writing, andmathematics in 1974-75, and a//studems In- grades 3‘=§:hcgugh61be 1estedbg1976 *

=~ 3

»

L No other subject areﬁrs 1o be tested until the assessment of reamngwrrtmg ahd mathemaucghas been .
rmplemented in grades 3 through 6 o —2

- -
—

® Siatew esuits are 1o be compared to  national mdrcators of student performance

*

d

_ 0 An mterpretation of the results for each school shalil be reported n the annual report Qf school progress
1 . . This report Is to be prepared by each st:hool forthe parents of ali chmdren in the s¢haol. .

One other major change occurred in the Accountabihty Act becauseof legrslahon enacted i 1975. Both the
onginal Acgountabiity Act of 1971 and the 1974 revised Accountability Act directed the Commussionef-of
Educatlon tc\evelop accreditation standards based upon the attainment of established edugatiohal objectives.
' The 1975 Elorrda State Legrslature discontinued state accredrtatron whrch in effect, abolished this directive.

3 -
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gram was legislated by two laws. Section 14 of the Michigan Department of
fon budget (Public Act No. 307), enacted in August of 1989, was initiated by the

mpetUs to the proposal it recerved the support of the State Super éndent of Public Instruttion, the Governor,
and the Michigan Lxegrslature/ Cy

The bill gave the Michigan Department of Educalion b!/ad authorization to develop a statewide program for
conducting “a periodic and comprehensive asgessment of educational progress” that would measure
educational outcemes objectively and to test annually pupil achievement in the basic skills at one or more grade
levels Funding irrthe amount of $250,000 was pr()vrded in the 1969-70 state appropriation budget The first

-assessment took piace in January. 1970
b}

ubh t No. 38, 1970 (Vol. 18, Mich. C.L.A.|S. 388, 1081-1086)
Background
10 ground,

Public Act No 38 was introduced by the Goverhor, and it mandated a more comprehensive program that!
redesigned aspects of the assessment for 1970-7 1 gAd future assessments. Although the Act was not initiated
by the Michigan Department of Education, direct inplut was supplied by Department staff to the Governor's staff,
and staff members testified at several legisiative Hearings There were a numbe\r of reasons that led to the
passage of this iegislation : -

tnrtralty the Michigan Department of Education had deC|ded upon a policy of not pubkcly identifying individual
districts in reporting the results of the 1969-70 assessment. Instead, each district received the scores for its own
’ schools confidentially, but the drstrrct was encouraged to release the informatign pubiicly. After the first resuits
- were printed and released, there was strong gubernatonal and legislative pressure upQn the Michigan
rtment of Education to identify the districts and to supply comparative data on all of the schools inthe state. -

A second fa s the amendment of the 1968 State School Aid Act. Thrs law estabhshed a four- year
program for assstrng sC Ing-a concentration of economically and educationally-deprived students. The
1970-7 1 legislative session provide itional funds for this purpose totaling $17.5 mition ($22 million in the
last year of the program) , and it was decided to tie some of these funds td the school district results of the 1969-
70 assessment. Specrtrcatty the results for grade 4 in the 1969-70 assessment were used to determine the
ranking of each school on two crtera: (1) a high percentage of students with low socideconomic status, and
{(2) ahigh percentage of students with a low achievement in basic skifls. This legislation necess¥ited the gublic
disclosure of alf the schools’ standings in the assessment program. Public disclosure of local ass !
therefore became a i
assessments

Individual pupil resuits werejnot reporled in the 1
skilis tests were used In the intefests of containing costs and mrnrermg testing time. Funds were not provid

reliable and meanr gful for scHool- and district-size groups, and these were reported back to the distructs. Some
local district edugators feit that individual pupil resuits should be furnished to local school officials 50 that they

them of remedial assistance funds He wished to establish a firm, statutory base for a more comprehensive
assessment program that reflected public discl&sure of results and the wishes of his constituents. He introduced
Publrc ActNo 38,enactedin . . . R
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Major Provisions of Public Act No. 38, 1970 .

”
'

Purpose -, .

The purpose of the state assessment Is to.provide the information needed to équahze educational
opportunities for the students; to improve and introduce edacational programs to raise their level of achievement
and improve the quality of education, and to identify the students in need of remedial assistance.

~

Department of Education Directives’ . . \
/ , - .
The Michigan Dep/artment of Education 1s to be responsible for_developing and conducting the state
assessment program and may use the services of appropriate testing organtzations or testing specialists. The
Department is expected to carry out the following direCtivesn the law: - o

-« -
. ~
A

. 1 .
The establishment of a statewide anrg]al assessment df';;u;)cfbrogress in the aéf:nevemenx of basic skiils 1
reading, mathematics, language arts| and/or other subject areas covering all students annually at tw
grade levels in the public schools. The current testing of grades 4 and 7 should be eypancﬁld.

- -—_

Devetopment of pupit achievement goals in the basic skills h . /

Identification of the pupils with the greatest educational need in these skilis

.

Provision to the school systems of strong incentives to introduce educatronal programs for Imp;ovmg
education of the students in basic skills and model programs to raise the level of achievement :

Development of a systein of educational éelf~EenewaI that will continuously evaluate programs in the
schools, thereby helping each school discover and introduce program Ghanges to improve the guality of
education | . ‘ :

by

£ i : s
® The collection of other relevant information essgtial to the@Ssessment program
. -7 s —

Reports . . j < : —
The Michigan Department of Education isjto provide-the information needed for state-level decisions ;boué-

the allocation of state funds and professioRd! services to enable students to achieve competence in the basi
skills and to equalize educational opportunity. Information from the prbgram also is to be provided as soon as
. possible to each schobl to assist in its gfforts po improve the achievement of its students in the basic skills. Lastly,
the public is to be nformed periodicalty concetning the progress of the state system of education.

\

S
Remedigl Assistance

< A
. Based upon information from the a ment program, the-Michigan Department of Education is to provide
remedial assistance programs to the schogl districts, as funding 1s appropriated by the State Aid Act, to raise
———competency m the basic skills of those students who have been identified as having extragrdinary need for .

assistance. \ . N . ,
Section lll of this repormdiscussesthe methods. being used and the progress reported by each state yhe‘
implementation of the statutes described in Section . : . )
4 T
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SECTION IIi. IMPLEMENTATIbN OF ACCOUNTABILITY.
. : LEGISLAifON BY THE FOUR STATES

.

¢

In descrbing the implementation of the accountability legislation by thé four states included in this report Only
- the methods used by Connecticut, Florida, and Michigan for developing and conducting their state assesément
J programs can be compared. As noted in the Introduction, these three states operate state assgssment
programs, Colorado does not. Colorado runs a distinctive program of tts own to attain accountability, beginning
at the local school distyct level. The uniqueness of the program prevents comparisons between Colorado and
the other three statgs; therefore, Colorado’s accountability program is discussed separately from the other
states at the beginping of Section |Il. The rest of Sectron Il 1s devoted to a comparison of the state assessment
programs condugfed in Connecticut, Florida, and Michigan.
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, S < Colorado Accountability f

State/zccountability Advisory Committee

As required by the Colorado Accountability Act of 1971, a 17-member State Accountability Advisory
Commitiee was appointed to assist the State Board of Education in performing the Board's duties mandated in
the Act The State Agcountability Advisory Committe€’is performing a decisive role in helping the Colorado State
Board of Educanonfp\lement the law by coordinating the gccountability efforts of the local school districts In
the state In additio 1, the State Advisory Committee relays't/heudea, concerns, and points of view of the local

educators and citizens back to the state education agency. . .

The State Accountabihity A wspry.ComrﬁHtee has taken arstrong position on the philosophy that procedures
stinot be imposed upon the'local districts froim the state level; they should move

f anammg%accoumabﬂny )
] the iocal level up to th level, with the local districts retaining as much contrgl over the Qpeem:@n‘ of
, hetr accoun{tapﬂny programs.as \s consistent with the-faw This pgsition Is endorsed b théCommi_ss;oner of

Education, Stgte Board of Education, and the Colorado Départmi of Education. ’

1
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To carry/out the implementation of the Colorado Accountability Act under this polk:y, the State Advisory
Commuitteg has cooperated with theé Colorado Department of Education staff since 1971 in assisting the local

accountability programs identified in a sét of Rules and Regulations for implementin

N Act mandated that the State Board of-Education adopt rules and requiatiens to carr
\ N Act; the State Advisory Committee was instrumental in executing this m
\\\/ : . - ) P , .
i  Rules and Regulations _- ] . ‘ ¢

e law. The Accolntabifity
t the directives.in the

- Y Twosets of Rules and Regulations have been adopted by the Colorado State Board of Education. The more
recent set7§ a revision of the fifst Rules and Regulations Some time imits structured into the firstset of Rules and
Regulations were tied in with fates required by the 1971 PPBES Act and the 197 1 Cémprehensive Educational
Planfning Act. Since both of jhese laws no longer were operating by 1973; the State Accountability. Advisory
Commﬁ{_ initiated a study of the Rules and Regulations for the purpose of revising them. A revision requires
public hearings, adoption by the Colorado State Board of Education, and approval by the Atforney General of

sColorago o make the Rules legal. Recommended changes were made basedsupon suggéstions from local
school districts, facal corgatees, State Advisory Committee members! and the Colorado Department of
Eddcation staff. The revised set of Rules was adopted by the State Board of Education in July, 1975 (see
Appendix B for copy) , and was approved by the Attorney General of Colorado the following September.

> - .
The changes in the 195 Rotes and Regulations clarified defimtions; eliminated dates that no longer were
relevant; established a more realistic reporting date for the local school districts’ annual reports to be submitted
to the State Board of Educalpon; agd defined more cleaﬂy‘g}e roles and responsibilities of the participants in their
accountability program. . ) ) ) .

Although the Rules and Regulations serve as procedural devices for administering the law, they do reflect t
interpretation of the law By the State Board of Education, the State Advisory Coinmittee, and the Colorad
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districts fo understand the accountability process and to proceed through fweéS;eps for devejoping locat -
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Department of Education. The Rules| clearly emphasize local autohomy and the desirability of building
accountability into Colorado’s state education system from the local school district level up to the state level. The
interdependence and Interrelationshigs among -the local school district’s board, superintendent, school
administrators, teachers, local commitiees, and the community are defined. The roles of the State Board of
Education, the Stafe Advisory Committee, and the Colorado Department of Education are precisely drawn. The
language of the Rules and Regulations 1$ punctuated throughout with the determination of the state’s educators
to Introduce and gain acceptance of ccountability at the local level The special emphasis the Rules and
Regulations place upon local accountalility programs and local autonomy creates the impression that thereiis
less emphasis at this time on the state agcountgbility program. The language expressed in thie Rules veers away
from any semblance of control over thellocal districts, and the State Board of Education emerges as a guiding
dy which establishes policies and guggests procedures to assist the local districts in developing and-
implementing their local accountability programs. In the language of the Accountability Act, the duties of the
State Board are more definitive. The local boards of education are given the authority by the Rules to establish
their own timetables for the developmenit and operation of local accountability programs; in the law, the State
Board of Education was to have recommeénded a imetable for the establishment of the programs. One questions
whether the Rules express the full intent if the Colorado Accountability Act as enacted by the Colorado General »’
Assembly, but they do expyess how the%ct has been interpreted by the state's educators to arrive at the sdme
end result, and the educators feel that state educatignal accountability cannot be fulfilled without the initial
acceptance of educational accountabily by the local districts. The Rules and Regulations document Is
important because approval by the Attorhey General of Colorado connotes the necessity for compliance with
the Rules, therefore, they play a vital part iny the actual implementation of the law. . :

¥

Five sequential p'haSes are stated'in the Rules and Regulattons as necessary steps througﬁ which local school
districts must progress in order to develop Ipcal accountability programs™ ‘. .
g . A .

A . .
1. Develop, analyze, redefm,andlmprO\}‘ea statement of goalsfor the district - % ’

2. Identify and prepare statements of studfnt outcome objectives and staff objectives for the district

) improve, modify, or develop programs to achieve the s}udént outcome objectives and staff objectives of
thedistrigf . . % . - \ P T ‘

- . -
.

. « 4. Determine, evaluat‘e, and report the strenghs, weaknesses, accomplishments, and costs of the = -
established programs in terms of the goals, student Butcome-objectives, and staff 6bjectives of the district

'5. Redefine and modn{y. based on evidence from tl"gevaluation procedure, any of the parts or characteristics
of a program through planning, budgeting, and decision making - . <
. ' 7 = : . T

The revised Rules and Regulations require all local school boards to account for the expenditures of money
.and the commitment ot'e¥her resources in terms of the results achieved by their accountability programs. For this
“accounting, the districts are to follow the. format contained in a handbook: which was developed according to
directives in the 1973 Financial Palicies and Procedures Act. . S ] :

~ b .

- ,

. ‘Disseminatidn-of Information B T R )
) - Foliowing the passage of the Colorado Accountability Act and the adoption of the first set of Rules and
*7  _ Regulations, an explanation of the Act and a draft of the-first Rules and Regulations were sent to district
. af superintendents throughout the state. A brochure was. prepared for public explanation of the Act, and press
‘releases were sent out. Panel discussion groups took place between the Colorado Department of Education staff
- and local district School groups and citizens. Accountability Yeams were trained by Department of Education
’ staff to assist the districts in numerous statewidé regional workshops and.trajping sessions. Consultative sefvicés
still are provided to the local districts, principally by Depastment of Education staff, to*help the districts prepare

student and staff objectives and to aid progress through other aspects of twé Jocal district accountability

process. . .

S
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* * Rules, Educational Accountability Act of 1971 (Denver: State Department of Edcation, July, 1976),p.5.~" .
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Ygroups, teacher groups, and the school boards. Community groups such as business and labor okganizations -+ - "
alse took-part. ¢ o o " - . Co
"' ‘ ' - - X ";, . nﬁ ' s e - . * o . -
A . Analysis of Locat District Goals. R // . ‘ G
When approximately 68 per cent of the locat schod! districts-had fited their district goals with the Btate Boar‘(@ L
- of E’ducatlpn. a summary and analysis f the goals was completedtin May, 1974, 4s a dissertation

. , (Y A
’ . o L g ' T . -, e \ v :
* % Dr. Jofin §. Gitson qf Tufts University, BoSton, was-hired as'a cdnsultant to the Cotorado State Legisiative’s g:omn)itte;/ ¥ Public

Local District Reporting . Teee v .
- ) ’ . v L ] \ v
A detalled report form is sent to the local schoo! districts each year to acquire infogmation about theff activities .-
“as the districts progress in their accountabmity programs. Local school district repgrts are used by the Colorado
State Board of Education-as a basis for the Board's March 1 annual report to the/Colorado General Assembly.

Four'annual-Sﬁtate Board of Education-reports have been completed since the ehactment of the accountabilty -
law. < .

The local school distuets also must report the progress of their accountability programs to their school g
patrons. Many of the districts are making this attempt, but uncertainty about collecting the information needed,
the best way to report it, and what sho,ql’d be expected has created problems for the districts. Guidelines now are
being devised by Colorado Department of Edu{catlon/straff elp the distnicts In this task. '

e

<

Colorado Education Goals . L : -

Colorado's Educational Accountability >\ct of 1971 mandated the development of a continuous goal review
procedure to improve the state goals for edycation and to encourage the establighment of local district goals. -
'The state goals had been restated in 1971 aRd were denived from an earlier set of goals adopted by the State
Board of Education in 1962. The impact of the Gibson report* was a factor in the restatement of these goals,
which was undertaken largely through the e s of the Colorado Department of Education staff. Citizens'
statements gathered during meetings In_past\years and research on' how and why students learn were
Investigated. Dvré/Colo_rado Title Il needs&Ssessments were referenced to the 1971 goals. Colorado now isinthe
process of#évising the state,goals through a new review procedure adopted by the State Board of Education in

1972 JSe intiation of this procedure In January of 1974 constitutes an important step in the formulation of the
stateaccauntability program. .., - -

v .
\,4 - . . .

Goal ReviewProcedure | v ’ B ’
The goal review procedurg was developed under the initiative of the State Advusoy/ Committee in cooperation
with the Colerado Departp?/qm of Education staff. The plan involves a much wider fepresentation of the state's
- citizens in the goal development process than was the case ih 1971, and the goals are expected to be findlized in
© 1976, The new review process is based-upon the posttion, upheld by the State/Board o#Education, the State
Advisory Commitiee, and the Colorado Department of Education, that final stdtewide goals should reftect and .
_support the de;ofg:expressed inthe locaj school district goals. - ' : . .
-The fusLtask-of the Department of Education staff and the State Advrso-d:o’mmlttee was to assist the local -*
distncts in ggmpleting the preparation of focal district goals in accordance with the law. To accompiish this step,
the;Depariment of Education staff spent considerable time ift regional workshops dissentinating to the districts ot
information about the development of goals. As a result of the workshops and consulting services, lotal district
« either new or revised, have.been devetoped by approxinaately 98 per cent of the 181 school districts in *
Colotado. Most of these- goals are broad statements of educational pyrpose. Others. are broad guidelines for
curriculuen areas, and seme involve mmnimum-programs. i ' T .

»f
-

» 3 e -

Pubiic participation in the local district accountability programs is encouraged in the law, and many of the - e
districts engaged th a number of agtivities to involve thi;r locat communities in the gdal development process.
.Open meet:hgs‘ were held; and discussions were cop‘ uctdd with parént groups, ,minormes,_administratnve, i

y a doctoral et

cangidate at the Uﬁiver's_'ty of.Colorado. From this.analysis of the local district goals, and™ith the adviceuf the: . °

- State Adv:sory'Commn:ge.‘,the‘, Colorado Department of Education’sjDvision for {Evalgati_on and Planning o
.proposed an initial set of niné state learner qutcome goals. ¢ ! ’ A <. . DO R
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Education. He regommended restatement of Coloradp's educatignal goals:~ — *~ - - - ‘
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o M Discussion Groups '

‘Thé nine preposed goaIs are being, c:rcutated to representattve groups of cmzens for their reacttons In aseres.
* of discussion conferences throughout Colorado. Assistahce Ih appoanttng-the membership of the representattve

discussion grokps was sought from school superintendents and the local accounta‘Btltty advisory commtttees
a1 .

Ftotatmg “Subcommrttee ‘ .

. . _ \e

A rotating subcommtttee will assist the State AdVISO!y Commtttee W|th the discussion conferences and In
analyzing the comments and recommendations of the discusston groups’ The subcommittee will be composed
of State Accountability Advisory Comfhittee members, members of the local accountability commitfees am;f/
local school boards, and local district citizens, parents, and students. The subcommittee will be responsibl
preparing a secend set of goals that will reflect the comments of the discussion groups. The second set will be
subrrutted to selq,cted persons in the disgussion groups 'fo venfy the subcommittee’s interpretation of their
statemenrs t . < :

¢ A '

» :

¢

1 + [ Final State Goals RV : a
4;.‘ L /

The State Adwvisory Commtttee plans to have a final set of state goals ready for adoptton by the State Board of
Edugation in 1976, The State Advisory Committee recommends that the final state goal$ serve as a guide for the >
state and its agencies in the preparation and.implementation of educational plans and programs that
supplement local district eftorts. The Comm|ttee suggests that a review of the state goals take place every two
years. . .. . .

1

' Develqpment of Performance Objec':ti\'res ,

The Colorado A‘ccotJntab(fny Act also mandates that performance objectives be ilentified which will lead
dtrectly to the achievement of the stated goals. Local school di§tricts must determlne the extent td which théy |
‘accomplish their performance objectives. As with tHe new State goals, performance objectives are betng
s+ developed In the local school ‘diétricts first, and whén at least4wo-#urds of the districts have developed their'
. objectives, they will be analyzed-and state performance obyectwesrelated to the Iocal district objectives will be

. developedfromth|sana|ys|s . LT . -

T - . N - , $ :‘ ¢ .
Local District Performance Objectives - : . ,

The local -school drstr|cts received assistance in the wr|t|ng of performance objectives from field .
representatives and project coordinators of the Célorado Department of Educatapn In & substantial number of
meetings and workshdps located” around the state and through indrgidual visits. Most of the lo¢al districts

" I" irhplemented a plan for developing objectives, foIIowmg the workshops, and some-were ablestp write their
obyecttves Others sought further gonsultative assnstance diréctly from the Cotorado Department ofEducation or .
/ the Board of Cooperattve Services; a few districts u&ed independent ¢ consultantss Howeve( consultants from the .
. Colorado Department of Education are the primary source the focal districts use for as3|stance in.the
/ ' developmentoflocal performance objectjves ;’ ]
/ " . In-servie training |nfwnt|ng ob;ecttves« 1S prévnded ,by many dstrict§ to* local accountabtlrty committee -
. -membess, teachers, administrators, specialists, para- professronFIs and support personnel.«Although a few
- . citizens have taken part in developing obyecttvei\n some of the ‘'districts, teachers and administrators are the
predomtnant source for writing the objectives. < he student outcome objectlves that have been wnitten are
congentrated matnfytn thesub;er:t areasof mathematrcs readmg. and Ianguagtearts <Ly .
7 oy . . ,
. Progress by the locat districts through the first two sequential steps “of goals and petformance objectives
expressed in the Rules and Regulations for the. development of tocal accountability program#ag under way. The
Fourth Apnual Reportqt the Educatrona[ ACCountab///ty Act'of 197 P contains information abduf the progress of ,

Yhe disthicts in the development of local acc0untabmty programs nd in areas where the districts need fur}her

- assistance. ) | ‘ gL .. . : A
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Resuits Reported by Local Dustncts in thaFourth Annual Report ‘

N
e L] ¢ .y

.. Therearg 1&uocal school drstrlctson Cotorado Of thtsnumber 168 districts) reported intinje tobetncluded n
e Fourth Annual Report published'by the State Board of Education eary in 1975. Thisreport reveals what w

¢ apc:omphshed by the iqcal school distticts in the 1973-74 academrc year. Eight local district feports we%

{jecewed too late for-inClusion in the Annual Report frve other Iocal drstnctSn did not comply w;th the law's

rective to complete the reports.. T “, " .
4. Yeos R .
" * Atotal of 166 of the 168 local school districtd reported’th‘at they had funottonlng aLaccountabtlrty advn ry ,
tommittees with a higher percentage of membership composed of parents, st ents, and citizens th#n of >

professlonal educators. Ethnic grolps and economic gry{yps wgre represented on @ majority of the compfittees.
The law stresses public involvement in the membership of the local advtsory commt ees’ , S

Local boards of education of 89 per cent (150) of the reporting dlstncts received recomm dations from..,
- therr local advisory committees whigh suggesled steps Jor upgrading the quahty of studep learning, These .
resommendations reflected the combined thirfking of the distritt and communrty, and they t;gvered aregs of
tnstructton curricaium, eva!uatron staff, students, andfacmtres Lo J ; Cha N .

o 4 ]

Two major activities of\the local schegl districts d%ﬁfff ”school yearwere ( 1) the dev‘g;opmept of
local district student outcome objectivesto suppoit the purposes of the goals, arid (2) the reviewandrevisiondf - » -

curriculum and instruction in terms of th%{ses and Yntent of theé goals’and objeohves Student putc .
objectives generally were establshed first a! schoo! dtstrlcts to,pe fotlowed by the d ofs aff
“objectives. . A S v .

4, 3 ' b

\ . e, P e ot

‘/ Based upon rnformatton received from 16§ districts reportrng for thei%\%rg’tJAnnual Réport 69 dtsmcts had

be§un work on the development of studént and staff ohjectives, Forty-three icts said that they'were workrng *

on the development qf erther student or staff objectives.. Thirty-eight districts were plannrng to.develop student
. and staff objectives during 1974-75. Eighteen districts did not respeond te the’ questron and presuhrtab!y no wor\k .
or planntng is betngdone inthese districts, on the deyelopment of pbjecfwes. ‘, ) . !
" The Iocal dISIrICtS are béginning to use thetr gpals and objecttvesm the short term and longvrange plannrng of )
educational programs.-As a result of establishing goals and objectives, constructive changesin currlculum- were e
-made by the logal school districts in which instructional programs were placedjn & more Iongal order, curil Ao
" guides were déveloped, specific courses were atided; and staff positions to support ang maintain thdcha ges -
were established. The basie purpose of the changes ih curriculum was to coordrnate anﬂ artiéulate” the
educational programs from kindergarten through he twelfth grade L sty v

.
.
e ety r ¢

Additional constructrve ‘chahges were made by the local school districts in rnstructm which tnc!uded the
review and updating of existing programs;’ “the addition of new courses; the. stressmg bf individualized
approachés to learning; and the plannihg of alternative educational programs, work study programs, and [
inndvative learning experiences. The basic purpose of the mstructt al changes was to brpaden the expenences P

™~ and. .opportunities of thestudents and-to plan programsto m’terestt > students andfulml their needs. '

{0

<

-

‘There have been other results. Some local school districts are lnClGldtng in their annual reports information- )
¢oncerning bbdth the successful and un5uccessfut attemps, made i abltshrng thewprograms o) that other
distficts can. benefrt from these experrences . ..

Staff organizatior and responsrbmtres are betng desrgted in some lagdl dlstrrcts w:th a view rd a8 /
management-by-objectives approach. Three local school- drstrtcts have adopted and-are imglgftenting a
mandgement,‘by objectrvessystem_, , - ; . . e I

A2 i . . ~~

P
As a result of -citizen membershrp on the local advrsory commlttees more prqd ¥ community and
professional retatronshups have been developed. Thefe is more community untierstangf B&" the focal board
edugatron 's degisions ahd programs, and thelocal boards receive the benefits of th =Mrtts of view exp/ d by

, community members. An, estimated one-half of the local schopl board of edugy n‘tembers elected in the -
,sprtng of 1973 were former members of the local accountablllty"advrsory sommities, . .
mﬂ , R / “
Ahother important resulkrs tﬁeincrease in cd?hmunrcatron and serweest takgng place between the state .
edggat:qn agency andthe local dIStTICtS v . . / P . e
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.. - Further Assistance Needed by the Logal School Districts - .~ .- AR

-Vety Jew of the local districts have worked through the total processes of developing and measunng goals and

‘objectwes at the schoot burtdng tevel: evaluating therr programs i terms of the results; and companng the.cost

. ‘bt their programs to‘thexr relative value One of the most difficult steps for the locat districts 1s Interfacing therr
aiétrict student outcome.objectives with existing® educational programs at *the school building_level Some ..
disiricts are concentrating on meéasuring objectives in-one or two pragrams such as language arts and -

., 'mathematics. Others plan to smplement both student and staff objectives in all their’programs Some districté are

developupg speciic objectives at the subject matter ievel and the classroom level. - R
. - ’ )

Jf -

"\ Thelocal districts use a number of measures to gather information about the strengths and weaknesses of

/ tnerr programs, but standardized tests, teachermade tests. and gbservation stilt are the methods most trequently

used Some criierion-referenced testing is being tred by the distriCts %t the "168 local school districts who

reported on this area of questioning. 90 per cent (151) used standardizéd tests during 1873-74..30 pef cent
(51) used commercial -criterion-referenced tests. and 33 per cent (37} used qxstnct-developéd criterion-
referenced tests” Criterion-referenced measurement and in-service programs to famiianze the staff with
gvaluative skills and techniques were stated by the focal districts to be foremost needs , 7

¢ . Concerning cost procedure;s. the Fourth Annual Report states that 69 districts wer. in the prefir‘nmary stages
- . of deveioping methods for determuning the costs of pr_ograﬁs. but few were able to gpve detailed analyses of the
* cost effectiveness of their prograros . . x ) .

i } h Iheir prog - ) ’ P . P
A substantial amount of work and gadication lies ahead tor the Colorado Department of Education‘staff and.
- the State Accouritability Adyisory Committee to provide the assistance needed by the local school districts tQ,
. advance in these areas One of the primary considerations now receiving attention from the Cglorado
.- Department of Ecucation and the Adwisory Copmittee is a major need expressed both by the local school
, dstricts and by the local accountability adwisory committ This needys for a program evaluation procedure
that will continously evaluate programs in terms of the diStricts’ prorities, goalg.and objectives Such an

!

evaluahon prqcedure was approved by the State Board of Education in the spring. 974; it will serve.as abasic -

» framework for the local districts to follow in evaluating their programs. %
~ Evaluation Procedure - . 7 /' o
., The Colorado Accountability Act directed the State Board of Education to develop.an evaluatibn system that

the focal districts gould use to measure the achievements of their educational programs and the impact of the
-programs upon student learmﬁg., The Golorado Department of Education appointed a subcommittee.to
formulate an imitral design for this procedure. Members from the State Accountability Adwvisary~Committee and -
from thé local school districtsserved on the subcommittee The drafted pfan was presented to the Accountabilny
Advisory Committee Tor Teview. ardvecommendations After renisions were made, it was presented to the
Coiorado State Board of Education and approved by:he Sga‘té Board in May of 1974, "

- ®

>

The evaluation design outlines & series of six major steps which the local school districts can fellow 10 provide

+ for the confinual upgrading of the distnicts’ educatiehal prégrams on an annual basis The'specific procedure
that each disttict works ouf from the suggested stegs in the evaluation plan is left up to the -discretiord of the
district. Aithough the focal school distriCts mamnjy have been using stdndardized and teacher-made tests to
measure ttie achievements of ther edutational programs,.there is an awareness that traditional !esQng’onty s
.not a wholly suitable measurément for-a district’s objectives. The evaluation procedure suggests‘cﬂtenop-
referenced testing &s anbther means fpr-measuring achievement. The oniginal plan outlinesfthe s:&vaiuaﬁon
steps in detail, but they may be briefly s{ated as follows: LT L e T .

N v £ * » R v - . ) ) - °
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° _Des%npt:on of the roles 1n an evaiuation procedure (who rs involved and where lotated; whereé the areas o’
Concern are and what should be lookedat) . - ™. . . .77

1 r -

he degree of aécempfshméot in terms

.- ® Wpats being measured {quality ur(e"c;ucat'on through determiningt

=~ of stidern and staif objectwes 1n the schoot buildings and districts; the strengths and weaknesses-of the— |

programs n terms of student an'd staf objectives; the effect.the accountability process is havmg on

“« . learming andmiogram cost at the disinct and siate level) - Sy
' . N ’ S e £ T T
. @ Inforthgtien gathering (what might be domé to select'r%eded Aand useful info(n@‘f@t what means might be-
: . usedto gather thé information; and analysis of the data) . ,. : o
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® Reporting the informahbn and fa hered (bywhom, reporting dates, and kinds of information to be |
reported) - ' . ” |
Lot S ) -
® Use of the inforiation and facts (how used and w. o ) -
. e Ty
. \ ® Results from the use of the information (major educational decisions) * * ﬂ. .
Pl - = ) . s R .
. - . < : o . ¢ »
Objectives of the Local School Districts for 1974-75 : ’ Yy :-
Of the 168 local school dlstnct reporfing in the Fourth Annual Report, 145 dlstncts stated whit their )
objectives for 1974-75 would stress. y indicated the major emphasis in achieving accountability for 1924 75 B
would take place both at the focal school district level and at the school building fevel E

At the school building fevel, "broad student-outcome objectives are to be matched with.the educatfbnal
programs in the buildings where the students are located. The changes re8ulting from the 1973-74 review and
revision 6! curnculum and the consideration of aiterhative approaches to instruction are to be adapted to ‘the
school buildings :

At the tocal gchog) aistrict level, current work on student outcome objectives Is to continue. Exustmg chstnct- ‘. g
level objeciives wiil be reviewed. and the development of staft ob]ectlves will be inttiated. New and more effective
approaches for the evaluation of the staff are t9 be considered ahd outlined to encourage -personal and *© "
professional growth. The pianning and"operation of in-service training programs to megt staff needs broyght ™.

about by changes in curnculum and instructiondnanagement will be developed. The design of locafevaluangr' ) -
grocedures to heip the districts determine the success or falure of the achievement\gf their educaﬁonaj )
outcomes. as well as to assist the étstnctsm using coflected information, 1s tobe continyed. ';q -. g

L3
To sum up the progress that IS bemg made in Caldrado with local distnct and sfate accountabihity ograms.
. Table 1indicates the directives in the Colorado Accountability Act that are accomphshed orm progress and

tRose that stifl have to be attained. -
. R . .
. The State Board-of Education, the State Adwisory Comimitiee, and me Colorado Depanmem of Eduqamﬁ — e
have taken the approach of first establishing a firm foundation in the local districts for understanding the. ) .t
-accountability process ang w }dmg from One step to the nextjo attain accountable results. The Department.qf
‘Education staK and the State Advisory Commimee provide tgeNechnical assistance and support needed by thg  ~ . j

local districts as they mave fram one. Sequence to the’ i'the operation of their accountability plans. T
three educatiba bodies recognize that accountablluty 1S nok an mstantly attained goal, but requires’ su‘bstam;q .
planning. time. and oper commumqat:on between the state 2ducation agency and the local districts. - AQ‘ L
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Table 1 o ) -

. Status of lmp'lemeptation of the Colorado Accountabjlity Act
. .
! Directives Completed of in Progress g - 7 Future Objectives :
State Accountability Advisory Cbmmmee appointed Completion of 18cal district student and staft ‘per--
and functioning : i formance -objectives and putting them into operation
. at the school buitding tevel ‘ .
* Local Accountability advisory committees appointed ‘4
and functioning ‘ . : Completion of state goals revisior, the first step in
. ’ developing a state accountability program
Revised Rules and Regulations to administer' Ac- - - ‘
countability Act adopted by the State Board of Preparation of state performance objectives -
N Education - .
. - . Development of local evaluation procedures and
’ Local district goals prepared by 98% of the local crternon-referenced test instruments to measure
districts \ ) achievements of educational programs and their
. ’ impact upon student iearnin
: Devéopment of performance objectives by the local P _ . 9 '
. . districts s progressing, though not tompleted by all Development of a cost-benefit analysis aéproach f?,,
L0 ofthe districts . locat district programs *
Evaluation procedure adopted by the State Boardas | aggistance to local distnicts in the preparation of focal
. a guide for local district deyeloproent of evaluation reports far sehool patrons - ° . s
e procedures - , s .
. - . Application of results of evaiuatfon to upgrade edu-
. Stat;Anriual reports prepa:ed for the Generat As- cational programs and direct future plapning. deci-*
semuly ., . ) - | sionmaking. and budgeting ¢
’ & . -
Local district anngal reports prepared for theé State- |. - ¢
Board of Education -~ ) s .- -
3 . A T L #"‘. .- .. .- . ‘_-, S
Local district regorts to school.patrons prepared by ’ PR ’ :
. majonty of the districts - > , * ) j
Fe) - .
A - ) . LI IR 2% N ] ‘ ‘ 9
. -, 3 . ‘” . . - “ » a . ] » ) ‘
B . - 3 . - - - /
’ The next paertiog of Seetiort Il compares the metheds used by Connecticut, Flonda. and Michigan in . < '
- ,conduqti_r;gthenr state assessment bggrams. 'b\egmnmg with the development of state educationalgoals ) C
- ? e oLt . . 7 .
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Development of State Edueational Goals by Cohpecticut, Florida-and |
: . . Michigan AN : -
L ’ o lntrqdyction . ' .

- .

Educational goais fall into three categories (1) learner ou!come'goa/s, which are’ studgnt-oriented and
represent what a pupii“shouid be abte to accompiish at some point; (2) process gbals, which are relatedto
instruct:onal methods and ether Classroormactivities to facilitate attainment of learner oulceHie-goals;-and {3)

g management goals. which are organizationat in stgucture and prowvide the support necessary for implementing
bottr learner outeome goais and mstitutional goals The discussion of goals i this report 1s directed mainly {o
tearner oytcome geals ) - ' -7 ‘ L

. Learner outcome goals represent desired pupil achievement expressed in general statemenis of broad
Qrection. purpose, ana intent” Each state must work out its own process for establishing learner-outcome goals.
Most discussions about establishing goals state that it 1s essential to involve teachers because they may resent
be M¥FAccRmtable for goais.they did not help to select In addition to invoiving educators in determining goals,
*parents, students, community members. and anyone else who will be affected by the goal decisions should take
parlir therr selection if they are to be’fully effective. Determining goals 1s a political process because the goal
decisions need 10 repuesen! different values in the community or state, and compromises have to be made.
Furthermore it isgenerally recognized that goals $hould not remain statrc but should be subject to evaluation and
| revision refiecting changes in society - * - .- -

4

~y

.

'The subject areas of learner outcome goals are markedly similar in most states but are expressed in‘ddferent
ways ard.with vaned degrees of emphasis to embody the concepts and phifosophy of each state’s educational
system. The four states mcluded in this report are no exception to this observation, despite the use of somewhat
aferent methods to develop their goals. Listed are 11 broad goal areas, the'first ten of which the four states
have in common and to which all of their leafner outcome goals can be related. The eleventh goal is cited by -
M-chigan alone as important to develop within €ach indwidual. The subject areas of these goals are not listed in.

; _prvont){order ] o ’,_ RN
' .‘ 1 Aéduiéftion f basic skullé ; ) ) . . e - .2'
7 -2 Develg .'.en.t <.>fthea'b|myforcreatwe. construcuvé,éndcatlcal thinkirig - ‘ . - *
3 Undérsténdmg of the démocratlc process: réspons»'ble citizenship ) ' . .
“' . 4 Occﬁpanonalpreparétuornandavgareeness,econom;qunder%ndm.g . ) s
, ‘ 5 D(_evelopméntof_a?sthetnc aﬁdﬁcbltural urydersténd'mg a.nd’appre(g_at»on o, , “.‘ . .
- ‘ 6. Phy;u;al‘c;nd mer}talhealth. ' . Y o .‘ . L T e
. 7:; Social development; hyman relahoné‘ S o ‘ e . ot o . S
. 8 Preparation for home aggfam»ly'uelat:onsmps‘ PONCE “ 'k' - \ .
o 9. Seif-worth'and sel>f-un.dérsta‘nd|ng ‘ i y o 3 . ' e .
. . 19 . uation ofqdusag(onbexondfdr.malschoohng . r'/‘ p _ o N
AN Ap‘pre{:léfld\n', ma»nten‘aﬁce.pr&ec'tlori and lmpro\(émeﬁ;\gf' the physical environment,

C T N ) ) - LT M v - .
-e How Colorado.Is revisiig its-state goals already has béen’described; the thethods ysed by Connecticut,
v+ -+ ‘Honda, and Michigan Tollow. Of these thrée states, only Michigdn'sstale ¢®als were mandated by law.. "°
. - e oL o » -

- . -
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Connecticut Goals A .

Goals Group , . ' >
The intal prgpa‘r’eftfaﬁ of learner outcome goals in Connecticut was ¢ Ry professional members of ,

the Connecticut Department of Education who were abetted by 'f%e stloné leadership of the state’s

Commussioner of Educatign. Federal grant requirements and the funds avaiable made 1t necessary 1o use a :

tentative statement of goals developed by staff members and to present the statement to a representative Cross

section of the state’s population for reécijpn at t ime time the assessment was in progress in 1971-72. The

Executive Group, a unit sét up in the Conréctjéut Department of Education m Febtuary, 1971, to be respornsible

for the assessment, resommended three pggfessional staff members to constitute a GoalsGroup. .

H 4 °

., The Goals Group proposed six major learner outcome gdals that yére derved from several sources: officiat

' state department positions and policies; National Assessment for Educational Progress: assessment reports of

i+ other states. Center for. the Study of Evaluation (CSE) of the\University of California, the New England .
" Educational Assessment Project, special studies by the Belmont Project and the Joint Federal/ State Task Force
X on Evaluation.-and other relevant educational literatyre A series of subgoals or broad objectives for eath major _.
. goal was solicited by the Goals Group from the entire professional staft of the Connecticut Department of

_Education. These were reviewed by the Goals Group and refined to a number, that totaled 82 subgoals. ’

- -

¥

Learner Outcome Goals and Migsion Statemenfs
‘- ' \w ’ . [y . ¢ . 4 N ‘ ,
\ The six major learner outcome goats imtially proposed by the Goals Group were subritted to the Connecticut
State Board of Education and: were accepted, byt not fmally adopted, by the State Board of Education as .
“'..__working goals for yse In the 1971-72 state assessment program. The Connecticut Department of Education now
is7in the PYOCEss of reevaluating Depaitment management goals which are beng. formulated¢as mission
statements. The mission statements will be related to the learner outcome goals. + o
,a .

’

Public Survey of L earner Outcome Goais :

The Connecticut State Board of Edudatnon contracted with the Institute for the Study of Inquiring Systems
{iStS}) in Phitadefphia to obtam public respanse andreactionto the proposed six major goals-and 82-subgoals. - - -- - -
~ Theprogram was directed and monitored by the Executive Group. - - . -

- - L

The Comrfussioner ‘of Education invited representation on two consulting committees from educational,
* . heaith, fraternal, welfare._ business, labor, industnal, and governmental organizations. These, committees.
aSsisted i devising. methods for disseminating the gpals questionnaires to 8 €ross section of citizéns and

provided to the State Board of Education reactidns freéntheir respective organizations regarding the results of
the stddy T, . T R < . . \

The method for obtRining public response 10 the propeséd goalsinvoived a m rvey consisting of wo
. forms. A long form contaied all.the goals and subgoals arid was Sent to educ8tors and professionals. Ten -
different short forms, disfribated to parents, students, and other Ry persons,.contained all six major goals and
. . approximately 40 per tent df the subgoals. There was'no distinction made between the main goals and the
# .. suBgoals hsted on thk forms. All were presented in random order dof the purpose of determining-common

. atttyl held by y;n&:gﬁ{bﬁps of persons. Respondents were-asked for their age and sex, and whetbe_r.they,_"{
‘wereia student, a parén¥; gchool téacher, administrator, or none of these. Approximately 25,000 copies of the:-. ) -

lohg and shori-fofms e distributed through maikng procedures, usmg the Connechicut Departrgent of:, ) -

Education’s news pubhcafion or- delivery to the schogls. A cross section of professional educators, community-
. leaders, sehqol board ‘members, members of professional organizations. nonprofessional sthool employeeés;..
. siudents, and parents were reached by this Process: More than 9,000 replies were receved that were suitablefor- <~

.. analysis. . _ - . _ . . CI S
. e ' N - . 6 - et , . L
. . Lo . . . -t o L AR A I . <« -
- PriofityOrder *.°7 "« . | o o Lo N
“ . _L.. 1 ) . .‘.‘ ,.“ . ] ] . ):; s ‘1‘ ¢ ) .. ‘ ’a .. S LR
. A thajor purpose of thestudy was to establish the goals in prionity drder so that a sefies of subjeot areascoyld - [

be schedufed for assessment. Thefrequency of responsg for thg six-major goalé Gited at random among the 82" ™~ - oy
. . subgoals resulted in”a.placement of first, eighth, eléventh, thirteenth, and twenty-fourth in rank. ‘When one . - .
! “~studisithe subgoals Chosen in prelerence to a major ggat, + is evident that &l the selected subgoals are'retated ™ """ " *+.
. tpane of the major goals. The malor goals ara stated more breadty than fmany of the subgoals. The major goal” ’
-~ . L \ ‘.. ol - P ‘e L) N . . | . . i
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. that won tirst place among the respondents states that each student should **learn to communicate effectively.” |
The first assessment inreading measured part of this goal. . ‘ e ,

I 4

. -

¢ Florida Goals ' ‘ -

- -
K

Flonda's educatioral gaals were developed by a group of Fiorida Department of Education staff members
who made a study of the goals developed by other states and proposed a set of goals for circulation within the
Department for criticism.” Public involvement could not take place because.of the immediate deadiines created
by the Flonda Educational Accountability Act of 1971 The law required assessment of statewide objectives for
reading less than a year after it was enacted. The Flonda Department of Education determined that a set of
broad educational goals should be used as a basts for the formulation of the learner eutcome objectives required
by the Flonda Accountability- Act and that the goals should guide the direction of management planning to
improve, the state educational system. After the Fiorida Department of Education approved the proposed set of
goals, ohey were adopted by the Stat; Board of Educatron early in 1971. -

. All of Flonda’s goals are expressed in terms of goal areas which contain several slbgoals. There are seven
learner. outcome goal .areas with 18 subgoals and three management goal areas with 11 subgoals. The \|
management goals identify the state’s responsibilities for developing and implementing strategies fhat will help -
students achieve the learner objectives. and they call for an evaluation of the state system of publi€ education in .
terms of student achievement and the effrcnency of the educational’ system’s ‘processes. The Department of
Education sfaff feels that the learner outcome go#is-are expressed broa@ly enough to be appropriate at thelocal =
< dstrict and school level, and th‘ey are supplemented by local district goal statements. Fionda does not have a set
goal review procedure, but wil modify the goals as social concerns change not are the Is stated in prionty
order The Florida Department of Education staff members feel that the questron of priority 1s more apphcable to
objectives than to goals.

s [

¥ ’ i
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el e - - -Michigan Goals © ow T
The earker Michigan assessments of 1969-70, 1970-7 {,.and 1971- 72 measured the performance of schools
_and students’in terms of a generafly agreed upon goal of “‘achievement in the basic skills."” The Commpn Goals
of Michigan Education, as they are titied, were not adopted unttl the Fall of 1971. Mrchrgan chose the task force -
and citizen survey route to establish goals e

SU S

L Task Force on Goals S o BN
The Task Force on Gdals, whrch was appomted by the Michigan State Board of Educatron in early 1970, was
¢omposed of 21 members who représented. teachers, school supernniendents, homemakers, bwsinessmen,
. * religious congregations, students, state universites, Michigan Department of Education staff, local boards of .
. education, and citizens. The Task Force was asked to develop and draft a statement of education& goals against | ,
L’ which the assessment program could be measured. Recommendations werespresented by the Task Forcetothe ,;'

+ StateBoard of Educatron in Jun®, 1970, and the Board made revisions and additiong ip the goals document.

v

o S, . o - . o x
A TheCommon Goals Ofﬁwchrgan Egucation” . Caoe P A
. ) N R
"‘ A tentajive statement* o? goals was distnbuted 16 25,000 Michigan educators and mterested ‘citizens in ‘
', December, 1970. In the'spring of 1971, a series of 25 public meeuings was held 1ri intérmediate atid-focal school 4
districts to obtaih the opinions and desrre% of local cifizens and educators regardihg the fentdtive set of goals.- .
The Michigan State Board pf Education analyzed the opinions and concerns and revised the goals amordmgly .
“ The Common Goals of Michigan Education. were adopted-by the Michigan State Board of *Education In:
September, 1971. * o . . X £ .
¢ - ‘ v S‘ . ‘ wto 3
, :. The goals are intended to be common to a# public school systems,m the state’Local sehooi drstricts are Cel

. ' encouvraged to expand upon the state’s Commonh Goals and develop their own local district and schobdd goals
. appropriaté for tgerr school systems. - ; 5
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The goals contain three process-oriented goals which describe what critena schools must meet to help
students develop and achieve, as well as six management goals concerned with the conditions necessary for the

success of a school operation. Thirteen additional goals specify desired learner outcomes. They are not hsted in
prionty order. o ‘ . s :

Goal Review

-

The Michigan Department of Education believgé that the goals should be reviewed in the long term and has
established a review procedure. The Council on Elementary and Secondary Education also will be reviewing tr;s(
goals annually for changes that new mformalno may suggest.

Table 2 sums up for comparison the pfiﬂcipal approaches taken by each of the three states to develop goals
-and the kinds of goals that were developed. N ) ‘

-

IEEREER] N . : .

’

The ne®t portion of Section Il discusses the development of performance objectives by Connecticut, Flonda,
and Michigan for the purposg of measuring progress toward the attainment of the sfated goals.  °

’
-

. ~ Table 2 , S
‘ Development of State Educational Goals : .
CONNECTICUT ‘ _ FLORIDA : " MICHIGAN -
7 - -
Legal Requirements Legal Requirements Legal Requirements
‘1 None v None o State Qoals mandated
Steps in Goal Development Steps in Goal Develop_mént . Steps in Goal Deve/opm%nl
v - b4 o
- Tentative Statement of goals devel- © Deveioped by SDE staff and ¢ircu- —{- Task Force appointed with broad 1
oped by SDE staff . . lated withim SDE; no pubiic invoiv- | public/professional membership”
. : . ment due to ime constraints to draft statement of goals
Denved from offical SDE policies; ) - K *
NAEP; other. states' goals; refevant | Derved from other state’s goals Draft statement proposed by Task
educdtional literature o Force revised by State Board of

- | Adopted by State Board of Educa- | qycation
Goals accepted in 1971 by State tionin 1

-] Board of Education for use in - .| Tentative goals draft submutted 1o
1-1971-72 assessmem, but not Goals. will be ryodified as social 25,000 citizens and educators

- formally adopted cancerns chang throughout state
- 1 Contracted with commerciat ﬂr’;n . . ) — Pu_bllq meetings held in local dis- '
s to obtain public responsg and ph- - - tricts to gbtamn reaction to goals
. | onty order of goals using marl 9¥- s ; . w
| vey of state's citizeps _.:‘g : P Following analysis of citizen opin-
A : £ FE g -#  ]ions, final version of goals adopted , |
o IS N 33 L . ‘ “~ | byState Board of Education %"
b g : %1 - '. T
%% 5 . y - | Review procedure established by -
h { - .. K ’ SDE for long-term use
= fN - % ,
X o - . ‘ .
t.f Products . Products . Products [
. |15 majog learner outcome goas *| Seven _learner outcome gdals; | Three process-oriented goals; Six-
. and 82 subgoals in prionity order three management goals; 30 sub- | management goals; 13 iearner out- |
i : ©t . {ooals ' |comegoals . . .
\‘ ., L - ) i N ~ -, (]
. . 23 - )




D‘evelopr‘nent of Performance Objectives by Connecticut, Florida, and
L. ,, - "Michigan B ‘4

| .

Introduction” - ™ .

The cutcomes of student behavior or performance can be measured in terms of performance objectives that
evolve from or are related to stated geals. The development of performance objectives can be managed by a
commercial frm that speciaizes in the preparation of performance objectives, or the objectives can be
developed by the staff of an educatipn agency with the help of the agency's own consultants and subject area
speciaisl®, as well as professional educators from local district schools, universities, and educational
organizations 1\the state. Many statements of performance objectives already exist and are available to state
education agengies for review and possible adoption after they have been adapted to the state’s own goals.
Inihial sets of oBjectites can be prepared by these methqds and then be reviewed not only by the professional
educators in the state, butalso by the state’s citizens, students. parents, legisiators, and members of the boards

" . ofeducation A review of performance objectives by different groups of persons rs a time-consuming project but
a very important one in the long run for improving the objectives and for ganing acceptance of therr use in an
assessment or evaluation program Most states contract with a commerciat irm to obtain performance
objectives for beginning assessments, but after one or two years of experience, the assessment staff is apt to
involve the state and loca! distnict professional educators and cifizens In the development and review of

. performance objectives. - - ’

The methods used by the three states to prepare performance objectives are described in this portion qf
Section lil. Flonda and Michigan in particular have had wide experience in the development of performance
objectives and have prepared catalogyes of pbjectives over a period of several years; this entailed considerable
participation by professional and lay persons in these states. Both states are continually fooking for ways to
improve their objectives, they now are proposing new methods for developing and revising th&ﬂ.

* 3

. ' W
. R s i
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, - Connecticut Objectives

Connecticut’s first assessment was conducted in March, 1972, for réading, and 1t was determined that it
should parallel the National Assessment of Educational Progress to save time and money and to provide
comparative data on a state, regional,"and national basis. It was the first compieted state assessment In the
country that was based upon NAEP models and materials, according to a letter written to the Commussioner of .
Educaton In September of 1972 by the administrative director of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress. Maine must have be€n a close second because the first Maine Assessment of Educational Progress
was conducted in May of 1972 n citizenship and wniting, and it too used the National Assessment model.q,

Four of ‘the learner outcome reading objectives that were formulated by reading specialists and other
educators in thegoonnecticut Department of Education for a representative sample of 9-, 13- and 17:year-old

" public school students were matched te National Assessment objectives and refeased test exercises. A fifth
obyective could not be measured by any of the reieased NAEP items and wag @mitted. The matehing was
- performed by the contractor, the Institute for the Study of Inquinng Systems, Phifadelphia. .

Approximately ten objectives were measured in thé February, 1975, assessment. Connecticut.agaih matctied -
thewr objectives with NAEF objectives and test exercises for the majority used in the gsseSsmest, but also
included some that were chosen by a stience congnitiee of six Connecticul.teachers from an objective bank
supplied by Measuregfient Hesearch Center. . : T

- In the second assessment in reading, which took place in the fall of 1975 for eighth graders, the majonity of ihe
objectives were selected by Connecticut teaghers and reading specialists from a commercial\gw NAEP
objectives were used tp permit comparisons with the first reading assessment results: Connecticut

‘ . acceptance-of the prqgram’, Its at the lacal level.  « - .- A
». \.-‘,.“p'a.‘ce ‘ F?QQV,\'.STQSU‘ah v .

[}

3

: Department of Education’feels that local involvement in the selection of objectives will encourage,greatgs ---~



Florida Objectives ¢

Initial Development ’ \ —

Flonda's first assessment in 197 1-72in reading had to take\pldcefess than agyear after the Florida Educational
Accountability Act was passed, Imposing serious constraints the develC nt of objectives and test tems.  __
The Research and Development Section of the Florida Depp,rtment of Edugg}sgtracted with the Center for
the Study of Evaluation (CSE), University of California“at Los Angeles, to supply a catalogue of reading
abjectives and items for grade 2 (agéW .and grade 4 (age/Q)/. .

asked to determine the grade level at which each objecflve should be achieved and then to select the objectye

with the highest prionity from the CSE catalogue. No imitation was placed on the number of objectives that colfd
be gklected, antd the resuit was that almost all were chosen. Since there weré too many objectives to assess, a
reading cons?n&was hired to reduce thelisttoa ‘morg.practlcal_sme.

Committees in eac(Flonda school distrct, totaling 112 reacing specialists and 236 classroom teachers, xgr(ey

The Evatultion Section of the Florida Department of Education then organized the reduced list’and submitted
it for approval to The State Board of Education The objectives were adopted by the State Board in September;
1971. v ‘ S :

‘

Expanded Procedure with Local District Participation . ' R

From this approach, Florida turned to more in-state educators, teschers, arfd lay persons for developing -
performance objectives For the 1972-73 assessment, preliminary cata ygues of performance objectives were
prepared under contract by Dade County for mathematics, by Broward Cbunty for writing, and by Florida State
University for readihg, the three subject areas that were required by law 10 be assessed in 1972-73. The local
districts’ and University’s activites were supervised by the Research and Development Section and by subject
area specialists in the Florida Department of Education. An advisory committeg in each of the three subject
areas worked with the subject‘area spegialists and made a-preliminary selection of the mathematics, reading,
and writing objectives from the completed catalogues

Through its district coordinator of accountability, each district was requested to form committees to select the R
objectivés 10 be measured inthe assessment program.-Membership on the comnvttees was determined by the. . . .|
districts, but the district goordinator suggested that teachers, administrators, curriculum specialists, parents, o
students, and other lay persons be inciuded. Selection of the objectives by thé esmmittees took place from April
to June, 1972. The compnittee members were asked'to select a iimited number of objectives from g preliminary -

s for each grade and age level. A consolidated response was prepared by each district that indicated the
objectives the district believed should be included. The tabulations of the distnct responses showed the total .
number ol districts that Selected an objective and the weighted proportion (by_pbpulatlon) of distncts that
selected-an objective. The tabulations were used by the subject area consultants and advisory committees to

. choose a final set of statewide objectives. ' S - :

— B _

he final lists again were returned to the districts to make surejhatpbémportant objectives were omitted.
Following final approval from the school districts,-the objectives'were pr sdented to the Florda State Board.of
Education for igdoption. Objectives in reading, writing, and math&falics for$tudents 8,11, and 14 years of age

» .were adopted in August, 1972. They were published under a 1972 Topyright, and they were made available to

. the districts far use as instructional resources as well as for the state assessment program Science objectives,

- used for thefi?'s{! time n the 1973-74 assessment, wete developed by the.samie method. 3 .
Procedure Proposed for Future Development - , - T

‘ This instructionally orig oRss for s\electmg performance abjectives has been followed by the Florida |
Department of EducatioRup to the p(dsént time, but the Departsant ndw is praposing anew Focedure for the -
veral problems &rose becausk of the specificity of the objectives. The prmary a
* problem was that the ob; s WfBre-tbo.detailed to communicate to the public or the Flonda State Legislature.
Specificity also restricted the fperh of a test item when thete might have been a more effective wady to measurea
_skill. Furthermore many objegtives represented intesmediate instructional goals tather than terminal outcome
goals-One of the 1974 amerdments to the Florida-Educational AccountabilityAct of 1971 requires that major,
terminal objectives be established. ) R I >
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qmammum hmits,0f what 1s expected of each skill at each grade level will be specified. . y b
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The Monda Depétment of Education’s new plan sets up an advisory committee to identify’ the essential N
terminal skifls that every child should be expected to attan, as'a minimun, upon completion of his or her ~
education. Representation on he committee favors noneducators and includes ‘parents, legislators, and
members ot business organizations, as well as members of some educational associations. I
. The terminal skills the advisory committee selects W}Vbe analyzed by subject area specialastsito determine the .
particular proficiencies necessary to acquire the terminal skills and at what age and grade level. Obfectives will .
be worded as general skilt statements which can,be understood more reatily by the public than were previous
specific performance objectives. To establish uniform constraints for item cofstruction, the minimum and ° ~

i

Local distict.commuttees will substantidte the appropriateness and completeress of the objeci:ves, after
which they will.be adopted by the Florida State Board of Education on a three-year basis in order to furnish ~ ~ *
stability to the state assessment program.and to givethe districts time to provide istruction in the skills.
Students will be assessed on the objectives at three 1o five intervals during the school'yearsf A procedure will be
mstituted for reviewing and revising the objectiyes to maintain their relevancy oy

v o ;o ?9- ﬂk.;}' R - ' '
Michigan jectl\(Q{ ' ' '

-

—_—

Michigan has been developing perfermance objectives by a systematic procedure fof the past several years. ,
For the first four years of the Michigan assessment program, beginning in Janudry, 1970, the performance of -
students in grades 4 and 7 was measured in lerms of a generally agreed upon goal of “‘achievement in the basio.
skills,” and norm-referenced ests were used. Objeclive-referenced tests, developed along with the effort to .

prepare performance objectives, were first used to measure performance abjectives 1 reading and .

mathematics. grades 4 apd 7, In the 1973-74 assessment. - .

Workshops 4 . - ‘ . o I
-

The development of miriynal performance objectives* to measure the adopted set of 1971 goals began in
- 197 1 with @ prehminar , series’of workshops in each subject area under the direction of the Michigan Department
of Educafion’s l,nstmgl.lqna;SpeCIahst, Program of.the General Education Services. The workshops were . . _ . ]
attended by',shli?e‘ct areaf educators at various levels, including representatives from local district schools,
universities, and teachers’ counciis such as the Detroit Area Council of Teachers of Mathematics. These
educators worked m cooperation with curriculum and research specialists' in the Michigan Department of .
EducaIIO/D. N ' . s N i : .

Ve

Eleven of these'groups were organized for workshops held in the fall of 1971 to prepare the initial drafts of

nimal pertor}ngnce objectives for grades K-9 in the eight subfect areas of mathematics, sc:etg::,'soc»
studies, communication skills (ncluding foreign language) , art, music, health, and physical education. Befare
drafting the objectives, each member of each group was asked what he or she thought should be the minimum
expectancies in his or her specialized area for Michigan pupils at the end of a specific grade level. '

. Drafts frofft the 11 groups were sent to additional Michigan educators nd teachers in all regoons of the state -
1o obtan thérr comments and appraisals, a process which resulted in preliminary revisions. The respon‘sfbilny for
the dissemination of each draft was assigned to an instructional specialist in the Michigan Department of
Education, and the specialist maintamed a list offhase persons who reviewed and reyised .the objectives.

‘

A .

Grade Level Commissions -~ « L0 - ’ ,
. S— * ‘ - PRI S . * i

.o T , . b} . -
. The dr\ajt_s with the- pretminamy revisibriswere Sen't’;%xt to 13 Grade Level Commussions, ‘established in -
November, 1971, compased of schdol administrators, LEA board members, teachers, curriculum specialists,
paren(!s. and lay cihzens, the last of whom were nominated for membership by various professional and cwic .
"arganizations in the state. At least two revisions and sometimes more resulted from edch of these reviews. . ’

.

Ve
. P’ v " -

S *A minimal MmmdmebmWWMMWatht mrmﬁaw%w.aum
commonly taught in all the schools, which nearly all pupls shoukd be expected 1o leém by the end of a grade level—ED. .
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_Elernentary and Secpndary Education Council

The révised objectives then wére sent t6 the 25-member Elementary and Sgcondary Education Council, an-
advisbry body appointed by the Michigan State Board of Education and made up vt professional educators from
educational organjzations and institutions of higher education, parents, and lay persons. After review and’
suggested reviSions by this group. the objectives were sent to the Michigan State Board of Education for final
review,-adoption, and distribution to the state’s schdols. . - ‘

-

’

*

Subject Areas of Michigarr Objectives  + = = - :. . ™

- . - %

The Mi¢higan State Board of Education adopted.i 1973, and published in 1973‘and 1974, pe‘rformance
objectives in the eight learning areas for various grades from kindergarteh fo Grade 12 as shown 1n Table 3 -

-
-

. . 7N - .
, ‘ Table 3

-

-

Subject Area and Grade Level of Michigan Performance Objectives
Adopted .an"d Published by State Board of Edycation

.- . . -
i

R - v o s J/ . i
’ Subject Area 4 . Grade Level (end of)

v '

Mathemqtuos;{éilthmetuc. measurement. geometry, .| Represents a continuum: K-3, 4-6,7-9 °
algebra, probability; and statistics) “ )
Communication skilis (reading, speaking/listening, | Grades 3, 6, and 9
writing) vt X, )

.

N - %
e ¢

Foreign language (French, German. Spanish) Nongraded

Science T © v« | Grades3,%6.and9

R

Physical education , -Grades 3, 6. and 2,

Health . ] | _Grades 3,6.and 9

’
LI
-

Muy(elementa}y. secondary, and mstrdﬁwental) «| Grades 376, 9, and 12

Art .(elementary In affective domain) | Grades 3and 6

Ast (secondary in affective, péychomotor, and Grades 9 and 12
cognitiye domains) -




-

Participation of Special Groups - - - .
' h ¢ i ’ ) N / . L]

It may be-interesting to the reader to note which spetial group¥ 1" Michigan were. represénted in the
developfnent of the performance ob;ectayes in the several subject areas '

Matrmermatics -, ! Michigan Caungyl of Teachers of Mathematics®

- g Detroit Area Council.of Teachers of Mathematics -
* . Greater Fiirit Councit of Teachers of Matrlemancs

v

r

Communication Skirs Michigan Councif of Te.achersvéf énghsh
bl £ . Michigan intermediate Reading Association
[ . . Michigan Reading Assocration
. " Michigan Speech Association *

v —

» Forelgn'l'_anguage Mllthngan Foresign Laﬁguage Association - | ¢

Y

A

Science " '. . Metropolitap Detroit Science Teachers Association
. Michigan Association of*Science Education Specialists
. Michigap Science Teachers Association

-~ . .

. Physical Educatyen Michigar Association for,Health, Ph;/swal Education and Recreation
oL ¢ Upper Midwes} Reglonala,lnterslate Project o ’

-

\
- ‘

] N
_Heaitn Education. Health education professionafs, but no speqahzed group

tusic ) Michigan Music Educators’ Qrganization .
Michigan-Schoot Band anhd Orcghestra Associatio
) Michigan School Vocal Association, . _
. Mickigan Chapter of the Arerican .Stnng'Te’achérs" Association

-

Art . . Michigan Art Educators’ Assocsation

- > : Michigan Art£ducation Directors’ Organizatign

- - L. - - o o ~ . - . - N N .‘.:
" CurrentPlans 7 S -

» s . 7 b .
The Michigan Department of Educatien initiated a fieid testing program in 18974 10 which teachers volunteered
1o usg the gssessment objectives for validation purposes. The bbjectives in this program have been gvaluated by
11 elemgntary schodis™and seven secondary schools. The Department of Education also is contracting for a
survey of educators to determine whether the educational .profession agrees that the published objectives
consttute esgential minimal skilt objectives desirable for most students to attan. o ¢

Contracts were issued to the Michigan Councit of, Teachers of Mathematics and the Michigan Readin
Association 1q 6btamn their recommendations for improving the quality of the objectives and the assessment '
program, followihg a teview of the résults of the 1973-74 assessment. = .« . ‘ )
. » > .

Early in 1975 the Mnch;gan State Board of Educatian adopted a staterr(:ent which recommeoged-that -
expansion ofthe assessment program ¢ th firsy, tenth, and twelfthgrades be’ postponeg for two yéars, but that .
piot testihg oLHhe assessment items for these grades be cofttinued. Performance objéctives for grade ™12 are
being developed for pilot testing. Pre-primary- objectives in cognitive, affective, {dgpsychomotor dgmgins for
grade 1 were pilot-tested during the 1974-75 and 1975-76 assessments.-Gradeé .10 ‘obje s in reading and
mathematics were pilot-tested.in the 1975-76 assessment. Alkof the performance objectife?%%grade 10 were

_taken from the sets of grade7-through grade 9 performance objeces published by the'Michigan Department of
Education. Twenty of the grades 7-9eading performance-objectives were chosen for use in item writing, and 71
- outof 155 Mbkchves were selected to be measured first. The mathematics objectives were chosen
- by rep@ ives of thie Mjchigan Council of Teachers of Mathematics. ~
“Another State Board of Education recommendation expressed'in 1975 stated that the Board should eXpand
its efforts in developing the~affective domain and:providt humanistic edycation far the state’s studéntsi\A
commission has been appointed to draft affective domain objectives for grades K-9. Statf members of th

Michigan Department ot Education are studyi e affective dimension of the existing performance objectives

and gre investigating new affective measus . < ) s
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Oriy a portion.of ne perf ormance ol: ecliveg adop*ed oy the Michfgar» State Board of Educanon has been 4
medswed i the assessient progran, sor that M’:chsgan nGw 150 the process of reiming, clanfying. an'd revisin
15 0bjeg ueg.athu_'.m' deveroo.mg new Oned (axcepitbjectives for grade, 120 be pilot-t€sted in thé futurey 47~
The process of reyising thedbgectives isa jont effort of thfe Michigan Eouga tonal Assessment®rogram and the
Instrucionarspegiaist Frograr (15P),,0f the General Educalion SGrvrqes with primary résponsubm‘fyass;gnndlo
iISF Plans fo reéw" are stateuna tentative, long-range plan for the an,mgan Assessrrtent Programs which is
being (,omldered by Michigan's State Board of Education The plan contans several steps’ and mvo|ve§.arqe
«nurmbers of ch“hlcan educators Since the plarn isstilin the discussion otage,” sutfice 1} 10 say, in general terms;
th 1& constitutes a'large maireview of perfors ncmce ehjectives wa particular subject areds directed:to teachers of
‘he ,unject areas The comments of those working “with jow acnievers dnd nunority students will receve speu“al
attertion The commers wll be 'P\';,Pwed by a general revie and specialized review groups with broad
. repredentation amang professional and lav people. Drafts of rewsedumeuweq will. be p(eparqd by ISP for the

:/n‘»ar\;pmof Pubac Instractiorn 1and’ the Gtate Board of Education , S

. » ] N i ) ' .
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Recent Plans for the Preparatlortor Rewsnon o’f Pe‘rformanee Objecnves

. coriuecncm;

FI.:ORID'A -

MICHIGAN ' .

| pusassessmeént programs.

v

The mé;on/tyof the objectlves for
the "state's assessment program,
will be selected by Connecticut
teachers and subpect‘area $pecnal-
ists from.a commercial” sdurce. A
few NAEP .objectives will be used
Jlo permn comparisons wnh previ-

I
[Vl

<

‘ Objectives will be worded as gen-

L will verrfy the objecnves

‘Thevterminal skills wgll be_analyze'd

An advisorf) cammittee with repte- -
sentation favoring. nonéducators
will identify essential terminal skills
every pupH should master. (_

by subject area specialists to ge—
termire the particular profnqien‘cies
neededto ajéquure them. -

eral skills statements rather than in
specific terms, accompamed by
the maximum and minimum hmns
of what i1s expected at each grade
level , .

. . . !

Local committees’in each district’

L]

| “Final ebjecuves will be adopted by
the State'Board of Education for a
‘threeryear perigd  to prowde
‘stability to the state assessment
and 1o allow dxsmcts\ume to give
mstrucnon in these skills .

A review pracess will be es{ab-
Iished to keep the ob]ectnves cur-'
rent. I

r

An appointed edmmlftee is draft-
Ing affectiv® domain objectnves for
grades K-8. 3 .

_Per{ormanee objectives are belng

developed for welfth- grade pclot
testing.

5
A fleld testrng progrdm has been
imtiated  in whlch teachers
volunteer to use 'the objectives for

 vahdation purposes.

' Centracts were issued to the Michi-"

gan Councilof Teachers of MatHe-
matics and the-Michi Reading
Association to obtam their recom-
mendations for improving the qual-

| ity of thé objectives and the as-

sessmem program »
M

A tentative plan for revising objec-

Bves mvolves a large mail review of
obfectlves .in particular sybject

areas dlrected to tegghgrs of the,
* subject ‘areas. Comments of tea- .

chers working with Tow~.achievers

and munority groups” will .receve -

spec:al attentions A general review,
droup’ with wide Iay and profes-
| sional, representation and special-
1zed groups- composed of profes-
sional. staff and some lay persons
willreview the analysis of the mail
survey. A draft, will be prgpared of
tHe objecnves taking info aceount
thie-review groups’ comments, The
 draft will be submittég‘to the Slate

Beawof Education for apprdxal ’

-

e




_ .3 Deyelopmentﬂf Assessment Test Instruments by \
. : . Connegticut; Flonda and Mnchugan CeTe TN

e s e -mtroductm s .. ~

Most of the states in tne comtr; enler .mb coﬁtractmg for the acqwsmon of tesl items, pamcularby for a

- Beginning assessment when time pres®®e s invalved, facilities and staff are imited. or ldrge numbers of students
are pgrticipaling in the-assessment. Sources ‘ot test itefns. inctude commercial testing companies, university-
-basedresearch centers, private nonprofit organizatjons, and ptrvated vetopment centers. National Assessment
~ = = for Egucational Progr&es (NAEPY supples test stems without cost. Sgme states have developed their.own stems
- with the help of locai teachers gnd sub;ect matter specnahsts but usually in such nstances the items are the
property of the state and are protected Dy a copyright, as in the case of Florida and Michigan. Fiorida maintains

- that it was.the first state to construct objective- refe?enced tests of its own to measure performanhce pb;ectwes n
. a sta'ewade asses&fﬁent program :

d ’ ’ - -
H - . <
. -> .

Y

. When a state in.trally chooses to develop 1ts own test items for an assessment, the items generally are selected :
with the neip of a contracted firm from®ex:sting items that have been tested tor validity, are consonant with the-
sigie's chjectives. and are adaptable for.use in the state’s parhicularassessment program Test. ntems for usein

+ iater ‘assessments tnen may be wrntien by the state’s educators wr-raining sessions.- with 3351stance from
© gepartmentof ‘education specialisis, and commerga! irm gpeciahsis. Through this " process pools’of 1ems
oum up. ’r.edou and revised until a finai version rsformulated .- .

‘.

. .

- -~ Both norm-referenced and ob;ecrave -referenced tests are used to measure a state’s ob;ectwes "The former’
- have been ‘availabié for a good many years from vanous publishers? in recent years, several major publishers” ~
nave beet dtsmbuxmg 'ob;ecnve-referenced tests. Conneclicut and Fiohida have used ob;ectwe—referenced tests
- ~ from the onset of their assessment programs Michigan began ther prograrb with norm-referenced tests and
- . Hsed them for tne first four years. Objectnve-referenced testung was Started by M»chngan f@d the fzrst nmeinthe -
. Cl973- 74 assessment program.. : . . o ©om i \

+ . N .‘ - [N,
Tabl’e P includes the many sources and groups that have beerr mnvolved n the developmem and seecnon of

test stems in Connect.cut. Flonda. ahd Michigan .

~ . - A4 '
/J . - L ) .
- »
- —t - . »
3 - ~ i . 2 L
. L . - B
‘. - 4 .
. 4 £ - . -
Al
. .o *
t Y -
. . . & b [y
s - - R L. v »
o \ ; S, i 2
- v ! . - “ ’
> ~
1) * *
- -
f v LY < h .
[y .
\ . /o, h .- . .
. -~ A
. . ( VAN | ’ .
- e ’/ - )/ ’
s . . ~ p
. s . / 08—
- » P
- :
) ~ : -
4 - < » .
e 3 ‘ !
- - 4
. < ¢ S ¢
z ’
, . . ~ -
- o AT 7 - . ’
nr v - = -
N )"\ , .
f - - . N »
[ 4 . . e * - “ = 4
- . W N - . L4 b4
S '
- ~ : "
. T e ! < 4 1 . e . . -
. - - . .
- - M A c - / S M - .
- A Vs N - . R . . .
. . 2 '
T - P - . e 3
. o v - - L, N [ e -
.
. - . . . . .
“~ . ] - '
- . . . I'd
- . vi .- .
. . v 4 3 . .
L v - ; - N . ,
\)‘ - e eemm —m e e - U —». ettt - - EaanaiE T i b e — e
3 . . hd D - N
N . . 5 ¢ LT . . 2
. . - .
P ot . cn .o .
- . . - ~oy » . . o - . 3 A




o . . - . , : - - B ~ - . ( ) % - . ‘
- . . . - . hGrd 2 3 . . -\
> . - . - '_ - 4 [, .
- PR . - L - Lt < - - . -
2 - A -
. Table5. * : ©o. : "
- ’ ’ "" B < - o o i . T ¢
Sources and-Groups Involved in the.Development of Test Instruiients T e
RN T T AL iy
CONNECTICUT S FLORIDA - . 1 MICHIGAN ~ - I .
: . - . - - ) » i ‘ Y B K
TE si5™ T DOEsta® - DOEstaft .- . T
: Assassmer: for Eguga- | Center for tne Swudy of Evatuation | Educational Testing Service )
LoegProgeess (NAEPS .| otthe Utaversity of Canformid - g A
) <L ' Californig Test Byreau/McGraw-,
e tor ne Siugy of raurnrg 17 State reading donsultant: Hit .- P
[N . . . . R , ’.‘
N " | Harcourt Brace Jevanovien” Measurement Research Center .| - .
hTrargeinsttuge “ - SR S ~ -
<. ’ Educat onal Testing Service . - American Instituté for Research -~
i 2u50 Learr ~g Corpora- . A L < ‘ T
.. Wast nghouse Learning Corpora- | ltem panels of Mich:gan teachers, .
Lo ) Lon_ university professors. sctioot coun- ..
ess O teacress Ao Sub- 4 T L . . selors and hsychologfsts, ang DOE
soeca sis L ] Tf*ﬂew groups of Florida unwversity | staff curngutum  speciaissts -for . .
- . 424 public schoo! teachers. DOE | gach subjectatea . . .
. © . |.siaff.ardlay persons T . <o
e T - N ( o Lotal schog! districts ) .
. v , ~Locai schooi districts . . . . A
P _ N T " |- Professional organizations in other | .| _ "\’
N -risnda Sfafa Unl\‘e.’slty 3 SUbjeCI areas
. ’ Na!sa,rfi Assessfent for Educa- | inhe futurer Michigan pians to tap® -
tigriai Progress (NAEP) -the resources of educaiors in other,| .
’ - - states, NAEP. commerciai pub-
R R T wshefs, and ndependent-,test4- - - —
< = - . : wrniters for colleCting a large peol of |
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\ o . - Forthe brst as:soso'"er' urgertakes " eash of iz thiee siates Connect cui usea NAEP reieasea ies' tems
- . . F.ondaconwatied for tes!iiems from e Cemcr for the Study of Evaiual on ai UCLA, ardMichigan's firs; 1est
1 <7 rers #ere supphed by a commercial fre workir) wetn an ag hoe committes composed of Mich.gan educaors
oo a~d palerts Asthe slates ganel experigse [CUErtne years *he -metnoas tsed byFonoa ang +Mmgar*—‘0' e

<prepatanor < ‘est tems encomoasesd "“"-Qprwcea of tnes own educarors ether from the local schoot drsinets
« v ancUeRprtmes or pein, Conrectont S ust 0EZ TN PG 10 hove ThEslates eachers i the seiechor of test

o R ’e'“‘ The Htowang Ramanive JesCres ir more detad “tne methods 15iowea Dy each’a! the tnree siatesin tne
oo ddiopsent O test 1ems Tables 6. 7 and 8 inc'caie *he #inds of tests used ard the subwertt arcas’ana grade
- <e¢e S assessed oy the inree siates auy, rg eacr ,,'ear oi*nevdssessmen; x:roo'amQ L
: - .r:'-. > T~ - A - A ..
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P ‘ - Tonnecticut\Jest lnstruments\ :
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. . 1. " . FirstRead Assessment ~_J S aat

o

. o Crirrecrtollcemrariel w fhane imEL U Yo ine3 .d, ¢f naunng 633 ems 1,85 ot P** egmater 1ne
’ 2tz v 'egadimy 855essmént gisen r Fapuary ¢ 1872 M orden te per : COTLET SONS L a;e 38« ang
N Coremuntt, S8 O a staie. 'BJOn@ ard nanora. bas: Tire Cornecicu reatng assessmert LieG avarabie
ra,en an da“ufabﬂp'o eCu ’esdexvo oed oy Natona Assesiment Tnetast’iems were seiecte edu, i8IS
. TIogperal o .wm.me Degai-mer: ::mcat ar start . , o
.‘ T ' . - - ‘ ’ N ! s\
Matching-with NAEP Hems - R ~ o

971, Natona. r\bS.,S:r'-’-""’ ‘eleased 0 IV.S aporox mate;; 220 ofvhe reading exercises that
e g'sclosea (e tne pubhc - Mav or Jung 00 1972 S crrera for seleching the 'est yierms.wete
s'de' t3 ersure maximum Compaabi 1y between Confeci Cut 3 188! snsiruments and o ocadures
r Natoral Assessment Tne criena were -

R ’

T . Thecgrtent arc e g cwed eu.v:"«* "0 2aCH QueBl ot i the NAEP exe' ‘sesused fcr e assessTent
4 .
&

retCta autt msrat ot e u'c'\y cre 'esz Da\,«age v uldn bo more <han 50 runutes
- e terms 8 G De CRoses 1o redresert a 1ot Comnactculs e asmg Chai\ as ‘ar as possible
) T ° ‘ ., . + . vk

Ay - = L -~
4, ers of awverse LBty levels wo's U seledied ¢ the same d-?greg,as they apreatea r'ine NAEP
) € .1ems : ? .

EAREEEN

] t
- . 4

. f - . El -

- & Theryrpero! wvs ~3 neachtest package-wouid pe ker! between 19, angz2 o T

- .

8§ Exerc zesinat che suitable for groun aomm-smt on only wouid be used PR
. ¢ - .

~ ~ 4

- - 'SIS devecpea the assessment nstruments Separatelyfor eachay egrou,; (9.12.apd 1% Asz fus! step. all
> 'ne NAEP -eleased tems were | steq wah the Connectitut objectives incicated. the aaminisiralion bme ahoted.
ar g ‘re NAEP gifficuity level assigned Other NAEP items were .dentified whith used the same text with different
o Gest.ons 3¢ that two exercises with thesarre text would not be usec n the same package. -
, Al \ .
. One of Cognecticut's five ob.ec’ ngs could not be measured by any of the released tems angd\nas noi
+ assesséd Of the remamng four objectives_test ems for two of them were seidom found but items Lor thg other
we were more abundant Accordingly. aff the mutpre choice items that were seldom fdungd ‘or the two
obiectives-were Selected, and a choice was mage oniy from tne items that appeared frequentry for tne othey two
obectves ’ . .= ’ )

§
.
7
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' s Repor’ o" the Assessmert a! Reaamg Sk:ﬂs of Connecticut delw Schoo‘ SIudems {Phitadeipma Instifute for the a'udy of Inqumng
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Subject Areas and Grade Levels Asses'sed‘and Tybqs
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Table 6. )@
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P

of Test Instrurients Used By Cénneéticdt

N T
e
Pl

-~

> .
.

- ~ -
»

Date

Age/Grade Lexel

.
-

Type of Tesi L

- Subject Area ,

. Feoruasy, 1972 | Reading.
- — ' e

“r
~ | Fewruary. 1975 Sc.ence
L

Fat 1975 Aeageg

~ % . v

es 3, 13, 17

Agks 9 13,17

3

-

.Age 13

"Objective-referenced. multipie choce.,
adapted from NAEP exer .

- 7
Objective-referenced; mdltiple. choice:
some open-ended. mabt adapted from
NAEP exercises, and a few from
commercial séurces : |
Objective-referentedq. multipie choice, « * .
_some open-ended, most from commercial
sources. a few acapted from RAEP
exercises - ’ ’

T

LI

. N
“*Bue to uncertantes .ot federa' funging

AN
. '
i -
- i
= - ’
L

-
-

z

m FY 1973 ang tate ou'dget approval for FY 1974 by Congress m December 1973,
Connectrcut s planned second yeaj of-assessment for 1973 was postponed until 1975 .

>

’
- '

-

Table 7

’ i . ’ <w - \\‘ - .
Subject Areas and Grade Levels Assessed and Types of Test Instruments

-

.

Used By Florida

- T
T

- ]

4" -

—- -} " . Date * | . SubgéctArea | .Age/Gradelevel | - - Type of Test -~ - -
- " - < ¢ A
.« | Fepruar y-tAareh, Reaang | Grades 2,4 Ob;ecuve-referenced."mostly multiple . |
/ 1972 ‘ o N (Ages 1.9) chorcg. but some free responses
ST 0 L . . _
.“ebtua'y-Marcr\} -Reaang. antng, Grades3.6.9 .+ | Objective-referenced. multiple choice. with
IS I e mainematics | (Ages 8. 11. 14)~ 4 seme supply and construction items
’ .| Feoruary-Masch. . Reaang. wnt:ng Grades 3, 6,9 ° Objective-referenced. muiliple choice
_Ne74 mathematics T "
i . - H \’ \ N . - , . . . . <
. e Sciente *- 4 Grades 6.9 "™ Objective-referenced; multiple choice
.- . . . N < 2 ~ - ! Lo, - - '
-Fepruary. 1975 ' Reading. writing, . | Grades 3.6 Objective-referenced, multiple choite
- ‘mathematics - S . - . n .
4
-4 Octoper, 1975 Beédmg, writng, _ | Grades 3.6 Obfectwe—referehbed; muiﬂp‘!e'chou‘ce
. i mathematics L h . . ' .
* + 7 | Reaung Grade 5 " -4 Norm-referenced - a
- ) ‘. j * . o * - .l‘/ / ¢ ~
4 PR A B = .
- (Note "Fionda atso\cor;d\klpd».an NAEP-matched assessment 1n reading and mathematcs for 9-, 13-, and 17lyeaz-olds during‘ 19M-75
. %0 that statd performance could be compared with national and retponal performance in accordance with the dvective m the amended
: Act. Testing took place in. December, 1974. for age 13, in January, 1975, for age®9; and in March, 1975. for age 17
NAEP cbjective-aterenced test items were used s . t . .
T 1 N [ -
- ) \ - . 3& A
T > N, - ‘ - \ e et M e
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Su'bject Areas and Gfade Levels Assesséd. and Types of Test lnstruments Used By Mnchugan

Table 8

7

, Date . Subject Area Age/Grade Level - Type ofTest : -
January, 1970 (1969- Vocabulary. reading, | Grades 4.7 Norm-refetenced; multiple choice
70 - ~. . }Englsh expression; ) N : :
. mathematics; attitude "
January. 1971 (1970- | Vocabulary: reading: Norm-referenced; multiple choice

71

I3

-January, 1972 (197%-
72) '

- .

January. 1973 (1972
73‘)

“

September-October,
1973 (1973-74)- ’

<

* September-October.
1974 (1974-75) ~

<
-~

4 mathematics

+

Science; mathégnatncs

|-Reading; mathematics

mechanics of-written
English, mathematics.
attitude

Word relationships.
reading. mechanics of
written English:.

Word relationstups.
P reading: mechanics |
of wntten Enghish,
mathematics

word relationships;
atitude (optional)
Mathematics, reading
Word relatidnships
(qptvonal) -

; Atmude._(opttonal)
Pre-pnimary in

cognitive, affective.
psychomotor domans

| Grades 4.7 .

Grades 4.7
Grades 4. 7 .
Grades 4.7

érades 4.7

Grades 4. 7

Grades 4, 7

Grade 1 (pilot}

Grades 4, 7 .
{tryout)

1} Norm- referenced muluple chosce

Norm-referenced; multiple chaice.

Norm-referenced- multiple choice

Object{ve-referenced; multiple choice;
attitude anonymous group measures

Objective referenced. multiple Choice _
, ™

£

Anonymous group measures

Objective-referenced; most items’
open-ended; some group and some
individually administered in sampling
of schools
Objective-referenced; not for
reporting student resuits; used in

v

45

t ) . sampiing of schoois FE—
Spring. 1975 Readmg; Mathematics| sGrade 10 Objective-referenced
o ' (pretest) , g :
[ September-October. Re'a&mg; mathematics| Grades 4, 7 | Objective-referenced
- 1975 (1975-76) . .
*Pre-primary in Grade T (piiot) | Objective-referénced; admmisteted to
cognitive, affective, : N sampling of schools
. , | psychomotor domams ) '
. .-
¢ ‘| Reading.mathematics|, Grade 10 - Objective-referenced adminjstered to
X (pitot) a limited number of volunteer high
e ) schools :
Reading; health; | Grades 4,7 Obpective-reierenced;'used ina
> mathiematics (tryout) | sampling of schools . .
. . ‘
' . 35;° *




Test Package . , .

-

A rangom sefection Of the test items was made for a test package that tock approximately 35 minutes of
administration time, with 15 minBites neCessary for instructions. Test tems were interchanged as necessary 7]
retain a uniform, overall time structure and to rectify the proportional. distribution of the difficulty level. There werd'
approximately 20 items in each test package The fests wer® timed. and tape.-rec'orded instructions ware

provided to maximize uniform administration practices thro&ghout the state. . H
« . . . .

ISIS hired a staff totonduct a pretest'of the administration procedures at six schools, two at each grade-le\)el,
which were notto participate in the assessment State Board of Education personnel efforts assured cooperation
from the districts. The pretest indigated whether the oral ang-taped instructions wére adequate and understood
by the students ang provided information necessary to prepare training instructions for the test administrators.

*

Pretesting

" Science Assessment

Connecticut's next assessment was conducted in February. 1975, in the subject area of scence. Research
Trangie Inst:tute was the contractor Again. data were collectéd on the basis of a probabult ridomsampling of
sChools ) . ;7

The majonty of the test items for the science assessment were adapted from NAEP-exercises, but some were
selected by a commuttee. of six local schaol teachers from avaiable published test items. Cornecticut is
peginning to involve its focal educators in thelecuo.n of objectives and test items w order to gan more local
acceptance of the res’uttsﬁof the assessment. The items were field-tested by Research Triangle Institute in North
Carolina to determine whether the administration procedures were adequate. Most of the test’items were
multiple choice. but a few were open-ended questions There were approximately 25 items to a test, they were
timed and took about 45 minutes.ofadministration tnm?. Tape-recorded instructions were used. ’

Also,inciuded in the 197_5 assessment for science was a school questionnarre to obtain demographic data and
a student questionnaire, designed by a committee of fegghers, 10 determine the pupils’ attitudes toward sciertce.
The questions mainly centered upon the science courses the pupils had taken and how they felt about them.

i Second Reading Assessment - ,

At the time of the Connecticyt science assessment, a trial testing in reading of all 17-year-bld students, rather
than a sampiing, was conductett in one local school to determine whether the results could be used 10 advantage
by a specific iocal community. This {nial census testing is to be enlarged upon in the second reading assessment
of agarfiple of eighth grade students i the fall of 1975. The census assessment testing will be offered at that time
to alitocal schools who wish to participate. The Department of Education will supply the schools with the tests
and provide traming in administration procedures. Local data will not be collected for state use, but the locai,
schools will-be able to get their |ocal results as well as the state resuits for use as a measure of the iocal
performance. T . L .

Most of the test items in the second reading-assessment will be selected by Connecticut teachers and subject
area specialists from a commercjal source. Some NAEP items will be used in order to make comparisons with the
results of the first reading assessment. .

= . -

L

. Fiorida Test Instruments ~
First Assessment '

While responsibility for admmis:termg.lhe Flonda State Assessient Prc;gram is in the hands of the Evajuauon
Section of the State Department of Education, the development of objectives and test items initially was thé

_ responsibilty of the Researth and Development Section of the Department. Qbjectives, test items, ,and
assessment procedures for the first gssessment in Florida had'to be developed in less than 12 months in order to
meet the deadiine imposed by the Educational Accountability Act. To do sq, the Research and Development
Section contracted with the Center for the Study of Evaluatuon'(CSE) of the University of California_at Los

36
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Angeles for a catalogue of réading objectives and relate,d objective-referenced test items to measure those
objectives finally selected from the catalogue by subje®t area speciahsts in the Florida Department of Education.
‘ . x . ¢
Test Package Format )

CSE arranged the test items into four forms each for grades 2 and 4, prepared administration instructions, and
delivered all the maternials in camera-ready format. Modification and replacement of some of the items delayed

delivery for two months. After all the materials were received from CSE, and following State Board of Education

approval_of the test items, the Evaluation Section of the Florida Department of Education prepared printing, "

specifications and mnstruction manuals There were 116 items for grade 2 objectives and 291 ilems for grade 4

< objectives Some objectives were measured by two or more ttems, and not all objectives had items prepared for =

them . . 5 - \

o * SRR

Test items for each grade were divided into four test forms with_each form given to a different sampiing of ~

students. All.items that measured a single objective were on thé same test form. Some items required more time
than others to answer, but each form was designed to take about the same amount of admmnistration time Thus,
the number of tems of the'test forms for each grade varied shightly Grade 2 test forms had 28, 29, 29, and 30
items respectively, grade 4 test forms had 73, 77, 72, &nd79 items respegtively. Each test form measured
approximately one-quarter of the objectives. The tests werg not imed. The second grade forms took about one
hour: the fourth grade forms took approximately two hours .

-

Pretesting gl - .

Test items were sent to selected schools for pretesting i the spring of 1971 to ehminate items that did not
measure objectives adequately. Assessment procedures also were pretested by 25 grade 2 pupils for the
purpose of checking instructions and to éstimate the time needed for administering a full-scale assessment test.
A pre-assessment study of multiple-matrix sampling, the method used in the Flonida assessments, was done in
one county Tral versions of the sampling plan aiso wete sent to three school principals to obtam their judgment
of the adequacy and clanty of the directions .

H
. H

Validation v ‘

A validation stugy of the test items was undertaken affer the assessment was conducted but before resuits
were published. The Florida Department of Education’s Evaluation Section and the staie reading constitant
prepared a form on which a reyiew group evaluated the content validity of each item. The review group consisted ‘
of educators from several Florida univérsitiess, Department of Education staff, and lay persons. They were asked
to determine what items should not be reported in the results because of serious technical difficulties or because
they did not appear to be a vaid measure of an objective As a result of thisseview, the group recommended that
32 per cent of the objectives not be reported+n the resuits. ~ 3 N

. Séconq/A/ssessmen,t %

More in-state educators were involved in the gevelopment of test items for Florida’s second assessment in
1972-73. Initiél test items were suppiied by two local school districts and Flornda State University, under contract
to the Flonda Depariment of Education. All of the reading, writing, and mathematics test items then were

i

‘reviewed by a commerchal testing firm, Harcourt, Brace and Jovanovich, for content validity and appropriateness -

for the grdde level being assessed. More than 80 per cent of the items were revised, and another 10 per cent

were replaced by the testing firm. Objectives that could not be, measured -because they.required the use of

unobtainable props, or because scoring 'criteria had not been developed for. questions requiring written
_ responses, also were identified by Harcourt, Brace and Jovanovich.

W
. '

Pretesting

Appfoxnma'telyr 200 students from each ‘grade level participated in pre-test, boét-test studies. The); werEJ ;
conducted to determine the reliability of the test nstruments on the premise that if the tests were reliable, the
proportion of studepts who achieved success, on the -pretest would be comparabie to the proportionswho

- achieved success on the posttest.. The résyits indicated that the tests were satisfactory in respect 1o this premise.

~ .
«

W
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- Test Package Formiat : . ) ’ _ -

. : ' ol ‘ ¢ ’ i *
The nt_rmber of testitemg by gradellevel and by subject areas worked out as follows: .
N, Grage ‘ o Mar/remanbs . Reading - ‘ Wriing >
N Y . . . r
Grade 3 192 - 110 57
Grade 6 208 210 110 )
N T ' . . N » ,;ﬂ"i
Grade 9 ) R - © 152 B 124

-

Three drfferent test forms were prepared for each grade, and ali subject areas were included on each form of
the test The cover of each form was a different color for easy 1dentification of test forms. All third-grade tests
were printed in colored inks; grades 6 and 9 tests were printéd in black ink. A five-digit number was assigned to
each test booklet which was used to identify a student’s responses, rather than his name, in analyzing test
results: The tests were not timed. Testing ime took not moré than 40 minutes for the third grade, 120 minutes for
the sixth grade, and 150 miniites for the ninth grade

-

o, Validation : -
2 ;\\\ .

IR f Followmg test administration, test items-were reviewed by subject area specrahsts in thé Fidnda’ Department

: ”t'rof ucation and by a panel of Fiorida public school and university teachers. items the panel and $ubject area -

r‘. sveclalists considered to be invaid yvere deleted, and therefore no results were reported for three’ thrrd-grade
I r'anbmatrcs objectives. ) ) .

Third Assessment , :
For the 1973-74 assessment. test items were prepared by Educational Testing Servrce and Florida subject !
_matter. task forces. The test forms were designed and printed by Educational Testing Service. The test foreach .. .. ..
grade was made up into two forms with a differant set of objectives measured on each form. The majority of the
students ook one form of the test, those in thé very small schools took both forms of the test.

For the first trme in the assessment program, the tests were tmed at each sitting with what was thought to be
enough time allowed for all or aimost ait of the stu fénts to complete the questions. Test administrators indicated
at the end.of 1he assessment, however. fhat.the trdre alloted was insufficient for some of the questions, and the
high omissior rate in the responses at the end of each sitting seemied to verify this observation.

C Test Speciﬁcatrons

Flonda has prepared detaited specifications fO} devetopmg their test ifems and for“the. construction of test
= forms. Tae forms have been standardized so thzﬁ they possess uniform administration procedures, timing, and

" . sconng patterns in order to permit comparnison of scares among the school districts. Specifications aiso have
“  been prepared for the field tests. These are too numerous to repeat for this report but can be found in the
publication, Operating An Objective Referenced” Testing Program: Florida’s Approach ro Large-ScaIe
Assessment. This report is available through th\e Cooperative Accountability Prorect ’

Rdurth Assessment .

Flonda 1s making’ S'gmftcam changes tf’t its assessment’ pattern, beginning with the 1974-75 school year .
. rt'ecause the amended Accountability Al of 1971 requires census testing for the first time; restricts for the time
_t u“. égmg assessment-of any other subjéct areas than reading, writing, and mathematics; and calls for the
AN ‘eomparison of ‘state student perfafmance with national indicators of student performance. The fourth
AIN i sessment was conducted in February, 1975, for grades 3, 6, and 9 in reading, writing, and mathematics and
rﬂ‘ﬁ‘ s contracted with the West'ngh‘éuseiearmng Corporatron £ach student took a three-to-four hour battery.

‘\. Haynes and“Crane Walker, Opera Anoopcmmmdrmmhowmnondcsmmwum'
”‘;Anmmam {Denver: Cooperative szw 1975)

¢ < .
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Replication of National Assessment in Reading and Mathemafics

in addition to the regular statewide assessment o( all students in specified grade$, Florida is complying with
«the amended Accoyptabiity Act by conducting an assessment matched with the National Assessment of
Educational Progress so that state performance can be compared with ratienal and southeast region fesuits. A
sample of 9-, 13-/and 17-year-olds will be tested In the subject areas of reading and mathempﬁcs. i
. The 13-year-olds were tested in December-of 19]4,1he 9-year-olds in January, 1975, and the 17-year-o’ds~m .
. Margh, 1975, a schedule that, paralleis NAEP as closely as possible*The same test items and testing.time that -
NAEP used were followed in the Flonda assessment. Approximately 80 schools participated at each age level, -
and every district participated on at least one age level. Between 20 and 50 students were tested at each school
in the sample. ’ ’ T .

- FTSEEE

- — B S - - -~ -
3 . :

Results will not be reported by indiyidual student, school, or district as in the regular assessment program, but -
only at the staje level of performance in the form of percentages of achievement of the objectives and test items.
The resuits will be analyzed by dertain demographic and socioeconomic categories, such as race, language, sex; .
and size and type of commén}(y‘ :

.
L

Contracting _

" Florida has continued to contract with a commercial publisher each year of the assessment. The Florida -
;Department of EdUcation has remained responsiblé for supplying the first set of test items to the contractor for
review and monitofs all contract activities. The Department also prints reports of the results. The contractor
reviews the test items and takes care of the more techrucal aspects and activities of the assessment program,
such as preparing test formats, developing manuals for test administration,”and compiling training materals.
Close supervision over all activities is exercised by the Florida Department of Education staff. The staff.has found

- that persanal meetings on a perodic basis with the contracted firm are more satisfactery and speed up the
process more successfully than reliance upon telephone and mail contracts.

Florida contracted with the Westinghouse Learning Corporation for the 1974-75 and 1975-76 assessments.
Until now, a different commercial firm was u$ed each year which caused problems because a major effort was
_ required on the part of the Department of Education staff in acquainting the new contractor with the state’s
_needs 1o .objective-referenced testing..Florida acknowledges that it would be more practical and satisfactory to
select a contractor for a three-year period, but the state’s bidding laws-prevent this kind of arrangement.
Contracts that cost over $15,000 must go out to competitive bidding with the lowest qualified bidder winning the
contract. In order to change this procedure, special authorization wilt have to be acquired. - )

z o N
- L]

Co Michigan Test Instryments — —

Norm-Referenced Tests
Michigan's legislation specifically mandated an assessment of all pupils in reading, mathematics, fanguage
ants, and/ or other generaksubject areas of the basic skills. The results of the first assessment were demanded by
: a date that preventedany extensive gevelopment of tests involving much participation by Michigan educators.*
//-Ner{referenced tests were used in the Michigan Educational Assessment Program:for thé first four.years. The
©, development of performance objectives and objectivé-referenced tests to measure them was being conducted
duning this period, but final versions of the test items were not ready before the 1973-74 assessment.

For the first assessment, Michigarf contracted with the Educational Testing Setvice fortestdastruments that
were the publisher’s alternative forms of existing, standardized, norm-referenced tests in vocabulary, reading;
English expression, and mathematicsifor grades 4 and 7. Specifications for the first assessment were writtenby - |
ETS based upon Michigan -sthool fextbooks. A 12-member Ad Hoc .Battery Specifications Committee,
appointed by the Michigan Departm¢nt of Education and composed of teachers, superintendents, adminis-
trators, research and’ curriculum spkcialists, parents, and Department of Edueation staff, reviewed the
specifications. Department approval fflowed. ’

P . s v .

. ' i
L. ‘ \

"+ State budget appropriations for implementirid the assessmént program impiied the time constraints.—ED. ' oL
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item Development Panels - L.

. The Educational.Testing Service continued to develop norm-referenced fests according to specifications -
approved by. the Michigan Department of Education for the.next three assessments, but the Department was
Jnterested in bringing into the process the experiencé and knowledge of the state’s educators in order to make
the tests more appropriate for Michigan students. The Department formed six commuttees or item Development
Panels, one for each subject area (reading, mathematics, and'English) at the fourth and seventh grade levels.
Membership generally consisted of an administrator, twd subject area specialists, and four classroom teachers
with a strong background in the sUbjeé&aLg,ast‘ Recommendations for panahnember_shup were solicited from
sevéral state education associations. e

L]

»

b
- - -

~ -

The panel members participated’in workshops during which test specifications were reviewed and revised
wnp the assistance of ETS test specialists and Michigan Department of Education staff. Information was suppled
«about item statistics, and direction was given in the techniques of writing test items. Those written by the
committee members were reviewed and revised by a test spetialist at ETS, keeping in mind such considerations
as the necessity for one correct answer to an item; smple language, free from ambiguities; appropriateness for
. the test population; and freedom from racial bias. ’ . ) ' )
A
Pretesting -

Items that could be revised acceptably were categorized according to content;#hd the better items were
used for pretesting. The pretests were reviewed independently by two different test specialists, as well as by the
editorial staff of ETS. Pretests were administered, along with the current,assessment tests of basic skills, to a
random sampling of ‘pupls in the fourth and seventh grades. The results were used to prepare tests for the

. succeeding assessment. ’ L

v

TestFormat _ X

Al tests werre evaluated for content validity, reliability, difficulty, and speededness.” Tests for the 1969-70
assessment required 100 minutes of .gctual working time and 20 minutes to complete a background
questionnaire. For the 1970-7 1 assessment, the,achievement tests were lengthened to peymit the reporting of
rehable scores for individyal pupils. The tests tgok 115 minutes of working time; the background dnd attitude

"7 .questionhaire was not timed. In 197 1-72, the test battery was estimated to take a combinedYotal of 110 minutes
of actual working time. The student background portions and a pretest of the 1872-73 tedting took about an
hour. ’ . '

Attitude Tests . ’ o '

~Attitude tests have been in and out of the Michigan assessment program. A pupil attitude test was used in the

. . 1969-70 and 1970-71 assessments, but attitudes were not measured in the 1971-72 or 1972173 assessments

‘because the test did not meet Michigan standards for reliability, and the measure was withdrawn for revision.

Preliminary attitude tests had been tried out earfier in the 1971-72 assessment by more than 2,500 fourth and

seventh grade pupils in three school districts.’ From this tryout, two attitude measures ‘were chosen {attitude
towslidichool and self-concept) as attitudes thdt could be wel-measured. Thgse measures were given on a |

voluntary basis to grades 4 and 7 in the asse$sments conducted in the fa!l of(1973 and the fall of\1974; however,

»

they were omitted in 1975-76 in a search for a more valid instrument,
Objective-Referenced Tests

The- decision-t6 make the fundamental-ghange to objective-referenced tests was made in 1971 when the
Michigan State Board of Education’and the State Superintendent of Public Kstruction dirécted the staff to
develop the assessment tests along with the establishment of performance objectives in'the basjg skills areas. It
was believed that testing students on' objective-referenced items based upon specific, mini ) performance
objectives prepared by Michigan educators and citizens would be a better way to determine an indiividual pupil’s
knowledge, and the results would be more useful to local educators for-planning remedial assistance programs.
In addition, the 1969 Michigan Act No. 307, which required the development of a state assessment plan, said
that the plan should include *procedures for the objectivq measurement of instructional outcomes’ among thé
students. . - : . T
* Michigan expisine this term by stating that a test is judged 10 be unepeeded if nearly all the students get three-quarters /homythroogh
the Lest and 80 per cent of them reach the last queeBh. (See Technical Aeport, March, 1974, p, 17.) —ED. . .-
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> Local School District Contracts for Test Development . . .

, \ .

» - B N &

/ .(‘ \ S ' ’ .

A model was devised in 1971 for developing objective-referenced tests in which contrécté wére awadrded by,
competitive bidding to 8 commercial firm (CTB/McGraw-Hill) and to'several local schoo! districts. The school

* - districts provided groups of ‘teachers; subject-area'speciatists, - and ‘administrators ‘who feceived from the - —-

commercial test publisher special training in developing reading and mathematics test items. A four-day training

session was held for the test writers of the several districts. Item writing during the training sessron was

supervised and monitoréd by Michigan Department of Education curriculum specialists, assessment program .~

staff, and representatives of the commercial publisher. The items ‘were multiple choice items. Special attention

_ was pad.to keeping the vocabulary level at least one grade level below that for which the items were written and’ -
«to eliminating confusing wording or Hlustrations, intricate test items, and ambiguities. After two months, the

groups of educators had written approxjmately 2,000 test items. - . . -

. -

t

' Pretesting T

Preliminary item reviews were condusted by Michigan Department of Education staff, selected item writers,
and local school district project drrectors. The items then were reviewed by McGraw-Hill for clarity,
appropriateness, vocabulary fevel, and correct measurement of the objectivg. The five best items for each
objective were edited and arranged in a format-for pretesting. B q( )

The pretesting was conducted In the school districts under contract for, development and in the Detrost -
Public Schools, grades 3, 4, 6, and 7. Terminal grade 3 objectives were mpasured by grades 3 and 4; tefinnal
grade 6 objectives by grades 6 and 7. Meetings were held beforehand witH the teachers involved to discuss the
purpose of the pretest. A ‘ :

- Following the pretest, teachers’ opihions were sought concerning-the tets. Their comments were subrmitted

to panels of reading and mathematics spedialists for further reaction. The pefformance objectives and tests were '
reviewed item by item by the siibject area specialists, and their,recommendations were considered when the final
items were revised for use in the 1973-74 assessment which aimed to nfeasy minimal skills objectivgs desirable

for all students to attain. Fhe test development process, including the pHotdest and up to the final version ofthe
test, took appréximately nine months {o complete. : ’ ' .

The developmenggie new first.grade objective-referenced instrumentfwas begun in 1973, Educators in four
local schoof districts wrote the test items undér the direction of the n Department of Education staff.
They were reviewed and edited by the American Institute for Research ify Palo‘Alto and then tried outn the.four . .
local school districts. Following reviews and revisions by panels of teachers and specialists, the final instrument
was prepared by the contractor according to specifications approved-by the Michigan Department of Education

, for piletuse in the 1974-75 assessment program. ’ - o .

\ ’

1973-74 Assessment - 5 ) ’
Measurement Researbh Center.and Wéstmghouse Learning Corporation assisted the Mlchigah Departmentof  *
Education with the 1973-74 assessment in which the objective-referenced tests were used for the first time. The
-grade 4 tests measured 23 performance objectives in reading and 35 perfo:magce @bjectives in mathematics.
Grade 7 tests measured 23 reading and 45 mathematics performance objectives. There were five test items for
‘each objective in each of the tests for both grades. All the pupils in grades 4 and 7 took the tests. The reading
and mathematics tests were not timad. The word relationships tests, also?admimstered in this asse$sment, was
timed, byt generally the students could complete the three tests in two to four hours. The attitude test was_
offered on an optional basis. R Co .
. .- ~ ,‘ v N - +
Beginning, with the 1973-74 objecfive—[,etér'enced.testmg‘,“the Michigan assessment has been administered in

September-October rather than in January of each year. it was decided to collect information from the

~ assessment in the fall of the year so that teachers in the local districts coutd receive the résults early enough to
provide remedial assistance to students requiringit. o . - ,
1974-75 Assessment - ; ’ R - o h

. . r . - ‘,"3 - .

~ The Measurement Research Center was the firmv chosen to handie printiig and scoring fgrﬁ,héﬂ974—75~

assessment, Based on thé results of the 1973-74 assessment, Subject matter Specialists deleted some’ of the
~ C ' 41 ‘ : R
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grade. 4,and 7 objectives and test items .used in thai assessmenit and clarified others by‘ word changes or
- . - - ., , ¥

" improvements in the llustrations. ‘ T . s
Testing of all pupils in -grades 4 and 7 on a core of mmimal performance- objectives in reading and
* mathematics was conducted again in the 1974-75 assessment program, but & slightly—fewer number of - -
objectives were measured this year than in the previous year. Thirty objectives were measured for grade 4
mathematics; 19 objectives for fourth grade reading. For grade 7, there were 40 objectives measured in
mathernatics and 20 gbjectives In reading. As In 1973-74 five test items measufed each objective in each test
for both grades. The tests were not timed, but in 1974-75 both the word relationships test and the attitude test -
" weresoffered orran optional bagis.  ~ Q - ' :

-

- ‘. - ) o " . - <

Some special features were introduced in the 1974-75 Michigan assessment. New, experimental objective- -
* réferenced items in science and mathematics. were administefed to the fourth and seventh grades on a s¢hool
sampling basis. ‘All of the students in the designated schools received the extra questions.” Thirty minutes of
additional time were needed to complete the tests with the expermental itefns. The purpose of the tryout wasto . 1
gather essential data on the psychometric properties of the test items and to select items for future testing. Data e
for reporting'statewrde and individual pupil results on the attainment of the objectives wére not gathered. ’ *

i . o ' j

The new test items were written as part of a cooperative project between the\Michigah Department of
. Education and nearly 30 local school districts. The districts are arding the Departmént of Education in buldinga ~

.fife .of tesft tems for further use both In the state assessment program and in the bocal needs assessment
- programs , L o -

“*Another special feature‘af the 1974-75 assessment was the first grade pilot assessment. A sampling of
Michigan schools which enrolled first grade pupils, was @ssessed with the revised pretebts used in the 1973-74

* + . assessment to measure the cognitive, affective, ard psychomaqtor domains. Férty-four separate tests méasured . R
48 ofthe pre-primary objectives approved by the Mjchigan State Board of-Education: No teachér gave more, ™
. than one test covering nomore than two objectives because of the additional time needed to administer the tést
“to pupils of this young age. Some tests were agministered to small groups and some weré individually
admirustered.-The tests were not tmed, and a single test administration of any small group could be completed )
within 2() mihutes. A single test administration of any individually administeséd test.could be finished in five .

.
‘. B » . .
© .-

minutes

&

" " Test resuits provided reliable data for ]mp"rgvnhg'the test items and assessment érbéédurés for later use; for
determining educational needs-as reflected by the pre-primary objéctives; and fog revising the objectives: o

.3 5

©  1975-76Assessment - _ L -

The core testing of every pupil In grades 4 and 7 in readirig and mathematics was repeated in the 1975-76
assessment with the same numbqr of minimal performance objectives that were tested in the previous year.
Expenimental test items again were tried out.in grades 4 and 7 on -a school sampling basis in reading,
mathematics, apd in ﬁthnrd subject ar€a, health: Results are to be coliected at thestate level and will be used for, : .

" the seléctiom of items Tor future asséssment tests. "

oo LI \ T e

| The first grade ;;ilot assessment again was.administered in a statewide sampling of schools under thessame - ' + -
procedures as in 1974-75 except that 32 objectives, instead of 48, were measured in 1975-76. o -
Tepth Grade Pilot AsSessment” - o AR B N .

-Aé X pev) fedture of the Mi€higan Assessment Program in 3975-76 is the grade 10 pilot assessment. The' test 7,

" items were written by teachers and specialists provided by four Michigan school districts. Following a review and
*  selection process, the technical support contractor assembled the items in booklets which then were tried out in
the same four local districts in the spring.of 1975. The contractor processed the resulting data and prepared the
" test booklets which were used ona pilot basis In the 1975-76 assessment program. - e M
- . . . ¢ - . N . 4 .

. Agroup of 30 volunteer high schools were stratified according to the size of their tenth grade enroliments and
district, achigvement :level  (depending on the seventh grade atfanmert resuits of .thé 1974:75 reading -
assessment) . All tenth grdde students in the 30 volunteer high schools participated. Approximately 100 ° *
objectives were divided intQ four tests consisting of multipie choice test items. No more than 210 minutes were

i

needed by a student to complete the test. . ; . .

’ R N »
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. - % Thetenth grade assessment is the firsPto pe administered at the hlgh school level in the Mtchtgan Educattonal =

: ” Assgssmerit Program. The program will foCus on informing the school staft about the’ assessment program, Yy
i trying out test admmrstratlon procedures and explarnrng lheuses of objecttve retere.n'oed testing results - PRI
3‘ < b T I» CRET
.. -+ - Tentative Plans for theFuture DevelopmentotObjectwe-Retemnced Iestltérm"’ T

\tm Although future plans for developing test items in Michigan strll are In,the' drscussron stage and do not have ot ff ' _‘

at approval from the State Baard of Education at this time, a gystematic plan is being devised. Beginning with -

-

the use.of objective-referenced tests in 1973-74, the asessment items have been written entirely by Michigan ’:_ Cos
"educators. In order to avoid hmiting the scope of the items, Mtchlgams considering'a plan for collecting a large, . A
. usable pool of iterhs from several sources,as "well as thgse written by Michigan educators; Other sauroes would'. )
l_ y *  be educators of -other states, Nattona'l AsSessment &)f Educatienal Progress oommerctal publlshers and <
mdependent writers. o o XA o .

'l

B e o ne 3

- ltem reviewers, the ma]orlty‘ot whom are 1o be Michigan educators, will be sought from all major gedg‘raphrc
regions of the state and will repregent large minority groups within the state dnd dreas bf variing population *
concgntration. Particular attention will be paid to reviewers who have worked with fow achrevmg students. The
¢ . Miéhigan Department of Education staff, in cooperaion with teams composed of twa or three subject matter
, specialists and a measurement specialist, will review each item according to several crrterla and eltmrnate those
-, ltems which cannat be corrected satrsfactorrly . LT co, t

s
P Wb - 1

vk

oo Followmg this initial review' of the: test items, the |tems will be tried out na small graup afstudents to Obtaln
- therr individual reactions. There cam be more 4han one of these informd tryouts, ranglhg from & smallgroupof
- pupils to several classes of students. More formal tryouts can take plama%»/ adding experimental tegt items 4o the

‘ regular assessment instruments. Those items that prove to be difficult fbr are negatively biased in the formal .
. tryout will be réviewed a gecond time for revision dr elimihation. This system of tryouté and review proceduresis °  * -
» expected to yield a final pod! of usable items from whtch a selection ot test items can be made for any gl!En
. ) assessment . - R

~ 1 ’ » . . -

N

< .

- ¥
~ Most of Mlchlgan s festitems have been multiple Ghoice, but the iter writérs will be ehgourage to devrse free
“tgsponse, open- ended types of items as well or whatever kinds of lt ms appea; to be-most approprrate tor -

. measuring a partlcular objective. | k -N e \ .

-

e Mrchrgan expecté to expandits assessment program staff and feels that the tryouteoould be handled dlreotly. e
by the staff, although the use Of a contracted tlrm or both the staff and a firm |$ likely for th@ present.: v - :

The prrncrpal steps_ taken by the three slétes in the development of their test tnstruments are brretly
. . summartzemeableQ . v . s .
' - Voo ' R ' *

v IR ke Lona Hange Plan for the Mlchrgan Educatrona/ AssessmentProgram (Lansing: Departmenl of Educatlon 1974) pp 15-24
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Table9 - °

Al

?

T

Current Methods Used by Connecticut, Flonda and M;chngan for the Development

' of Test Instruments . . N
[ . . . R . h - . ‘ o * T ve -
v . - . Comecticut - Florida o .« Michigan .
~ Some NAEP test-exercises gre Initial items are 'sUpphed by the . [ .Inital test jtems prepared by’ 24
‘used, but the majority of state university and several local | teachers, subject.area specialists, )
Connecticut's test items will be _ | districts under COntract to the and administrators of several local .
selected.from commercial sources | DOE . * school districts under contract to '
by Connecticut teachers and ‘ DOE '
reading specialists in the future Test Qtefns selected according to . R . y
. test specifications standardized Training sessions held by |
~Commercial firm conducts a for uniformity to permit . commercial firm and DOE .
_Pretest of the itéms, comparison of scores among N ’ A ,
. g -~ -school distructs Preliminary rtem reviews
° Lo conducted by DOE staff, selected
. - Commermal firm reviews and ftem writers, and focal district
‘ rebises items C project directors ‘e
" S Pretest conducted to test tems reviewed by commercial
- refiabiity of nstruments fym -
\ : Validation of test items takes ‘3 . T')SOL:tS ;cc;ndutd;led mt dns;gicts
S placé following assessment; =~ | UNCEr contract to wnite iems
) urnavallug test Lte‘ms‘not. repotted in\ Teachers ~opinions seught .
. o resu ~ concerning the items fried out in-
. Some NAEP itéms used In these dustrlcts
’ . ;ephcaﬁon |Of l\:AgEP1assessme7nt Subject ared specaahsts review
N or a sample of 9-, 13+, and 17- teaChers’ Comments and.the )
. . year-olds during 1974-75, apart , | tems for preparation of final
. | from the regular assessment items, .
‘ s Proposed future plans consist of
! s o« > (g . a large pool of items from in-state
. : M ’ ., > | and out-of-state sources. Reviews
ClT . . will be performed first by:
. - Michigan educafors representmg
4 * ‘ major géographic areas, minonty .
, A . . groups, low achievers, then by
. o ' DOE staff, subject matter ‘
° . - 1 - wWgpecialists, and a measurement
. . specialist according to set
. " . . X criteria. Final items will be .
. - - N ¢ * ]. selected from informal and formal |
) - , L trYOUtS. ¢ . -
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* smaller cities) ,.again commensurateg with the National Assessmenf of Ediicational Progress, and plans to collect

'assessmertt B - - . .

" have refationships to achieveroent tevels. Mictkgan -used-a* studenr“bacigmund questiorinarre 1or the fust o

. human and financial resources information reported In school and school distnct sumrnarres IA the 1974-75_ _

- tape reporting method also ts provided to researchers wtgomen\to investigate the relatgnsmps between the RN

) assessment results 3d other educational variables. . y B e
Tables 10, 11, and 12 grve the most current variables gathered by the Connectrcut Flonda and Mrchrgan
therr source, and the use of the data ; . / -. ] )
' i . - 0 0\ .' . ot ] ‘ . - ‘! ) . ._. PR , , . .
M - ® . .' ‘ . > . . R L \] .
3 x = — X ) , . " -
N e ‘ . -s‘ ¢ ; >
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Use of Related Data and Variables by Connecticut, Fiorida; and Miehigan N

The kinds of related data and varrable,s a state plans to coflect in ari assessment. program depend X .
decisions made about the type of infofmdtion wanted from the assessment and.how the results shoulc be ., .-
reported. Rgportmg results by catbgores of age and/or.grade level-and sex 13 the most commen praghe, - —--
Connecticut reported by age level in the state’s first assesgynen «n ofder to synchronize their dssessment with -, -
tHe Natiorfal Assessment of EGucational Progress age levels (9, 13, and 17) and to compare state yesults with -
nationat.and the hortheast regional results. For the first two-years.of the Florida assessment, objectives were
adopted for age-ievels 8, 11, and 14, and age in this case was used, to dafine the pupils 1o be tested in the’

. sample. Problems arose because it was too difficult for the schools-to rdentrfy therr students by age for testing ",

due to the stflicture of ther student informatjon systems. Therefore, Florida discontinuéd the use of the age level -
gategory and defined the testing population by the corresponding grades of 3, 6, and 9; objettives have been
prepared for‘grade levels since 1973-74. In nom-graded sehools, the pupils to be tested are idgptified by v
number of years in school. A recent éxceptipn to this policy was the NAEP-type assessment perfor in Fl
1h 1974-75 (apart from the regular assessment program) which assessed age levels commensurate with those >
assessed by NAEP to enable-a comp n between state performance and national and regronal'pedormance ‘

. Con nectrcut andFlorida report resuits by se n does not. < ’

Data on socioeconomic status and demographic data have been gathered by the three states with vaned - ..

degrees of emphasis. Connecticut reports results by community sze! (bng cities: fringe cities, medium and "

considerable socioeconomic-data and school resolrces rnformatron in future’ assessments if the funds are
avalable to do so. Connecficut hopes._to develop a preductrm nstrument to show the level of student
performance that may be expected
Q

Ftonda uses ifs,data for speCral analyses 10 ve‘rafy l'é representatnleness of, tﬁe sampié and td prevwe . A
information for partrcular research reports.-Florida 18 beginning to predrct local school district scores and“’afte;
the 1974-75 testing, school stores will be predisted. Considérable demographic and socioeconomic data algo - .
wilf be collected inFionda's NAEP-replicated-assessment which will beused inréporting the results of the’

. * - g ’
'l

— - N

4

From the g, Mechigan's assessment has been ted to “the. premrse that Student backgtound
charactenstr& the qﬁalrt'es of the rr)strunttonal sfaff, and the amount of financial resourcés spent by a distact -

years, of the staté’s assessment program; & asked for biographical information, ecdnomic status, and the
educational attanment® of the parents, but the questionfiare was discontinued because it became a ST
controversial 1ssue. Later, data-‘for socioeconomic status was esjimated, from informatio g»/en on.a.- .. %
questionnarre filled in by the school principal, but this meéthod was considered inadequate and Was stopped.

Michigan has continued to Qather gdata on ap;@xsmatelyats measdres concerned with the instruggional 'staft,-

“district financial resources, per cent of racial-ethnic minonty stugents, schodl dropout rate, and tHe size of grade’
levels assessed all otwhrchfre obtained from Depariment-of Educationrecords. ~ - o <

The Mrchugan Department of Educatron provides norm tables tor local sehoo! officialslo use n mterpretmg.the

assessment, the vanables are variously reported at the state, district, and schoot levels. An optional magnetic | !_ N
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T . Table'10
_ " Relatéd Data and Varjables Collected by Connecticut*

-Data Collected _ " Obtained From _ Use

Occupational and educauonal_ Wormaﬂon currently To make studies of the
tevels-of parents : availabte, but most wouldbe =~ | relationship.of thé condition -
] coliected through new procedures | vanables:o pupit performance in
: Values goals and mterests of | . + - : terms of the goals and how this’
§ students . L . SN information can be used in
o : ' anticipating puplil performance

Teacher age, fevel of training, _ .
experience, salary : : To deve#op'a_ prediction

’ . T instrument which will show the
1 Teacher attitude toward jobs. ) ) . - level of performance that may be |
.recognition-of merit ) : expected

L4

+Pdpil/ staff rato." per-puprt costs,
typesof special services. special
.6ducation data, cwmiber of hbrary
books, financial resources of
. Community: use of edutational
med|a pupil popg‘;lauon

Student dropout ratenumber of
cumculum options, vocatlonal
preparation and fojlow up PR

* “
Teachmg methods. cumculum'
and teaching innovations *

PR

, P

h]

»
’These are Connecucut $ ahticipated plans for the future # funds are ava-!a‘ble ln previous assessments Connecticut coﬂeeled age, sex
and demogfaphcc data tn size of community (big cities, fringe cities, medim Cities, smaugr cities) 0 order to report and compare
results by sre of communty, by state. by nonheast region, ar-d by national resuts as reported by the Nahonat Assessmpent of
Educational Progress

- e e - . - - - - V-W.f_wr--\,,nr
’
- n

[ - : T‘ableﬂ 3 ’"‘:t;

Related Datd and Variables Collected by Florida

a b ‘ Y . ,

i Data Collected " . Obtained From_ 1 - Use -

Dateof birth  « Test admifustrator in spaceprowd- 'For spéc:al- analyses to venfy
Pt edontest bpoldet cover «| répresentativeness ofsamplg .
Sex . :
i  For special research repons such
Race - : T ) .as reports of resuits by categoyigs
i t ‘ - Ce .| of "sex, race, ‘socioeducatiohal
.| Whether  student understands . - | status :
| sgoken Enghsh - ‘ ) . . ) oot
. - To predict scores of distnict and,
Whether student 1s a specual edu- | . ) following 1974-75 assedsment, to
cation pupil . 1. ] preductscores ofschools

Whether student is a rﬁogrant stu- 4
dent T < LT

, .Nate lariguage of student wh‘a
“does not understand English -




N B " B » . v ‘;
- Table 12 - )
P . " . Related Data and Variables Collected by Michigan-. __ : - -
’ - . » . - N ] o -
" Data Collected 4 -ObtanedFrom ~ .| =~ . Use ;q' e
-, " Human Resources: . " | Department of Education récords | Reporfed in school and school dis-
- . ' trict summaries; norm tables pro:
! Professional instructional staff per - . . vided to local schoot officials for
1.000 pupiis - . interpretation
b .Teachers Per 1.000 pupils To provide optional reporting
Average years teaching expern- . . method to researchers for investi-
. grce : : gating relationships between as-
{ - . sessment results and other educa- }
Percentagé of teachers with |- , | wonalvanables =~
Master’s degreeggnd above . - -
Average' contracted salary per )
. teacher (
i (Above collected at state, distnct, - R
and schoolllevels) ‘ ] . -
Disteict Financiai Aesources” ~ | ‘ ) -
State equalbzed valuation per resi- . - N -~ .
dent member , . ‘ ¢ -
Local revenue per pup!l ! - : . > .
State school aid per pupil P § ¥ et .- .
X h - s 1° * ”; ‘L( - ) r
. 5 | K-12 insteuctionat . expense _per | - DA :
. __ipuptl St - . N . -
&~ .. - T8 - .7 - 1~ ,"‘ -t T -
-Elementary instrugtional expense o . L, e~
perpupd . -~ 7 - - -
Total cwren! operating experise % Ao ] e - ’
per pupi ) ; | -
‘ Total operation millage " - W S
\/ (Above tollected at state and,dis- 4 I N o ' . e
frictievely - a7 . . N .
- L ' .
Other: . IR I : ‘ .
., .. . C e . ) . &
.- | Percentage of racial-ethaic minori- ) -~ : N O ..
- . ty students (school, dstrict, and .. = e - M .-
state level . - = ‘\\' ’
. -, School dropout rate ('state and |.- . ',' . ™ - -
- ) district levels) S o : ‘ . ) T~
- Grade level membership (state, T : )
. district, and schoot levels) W ) . .
~ . . X . R X Pl - F
- . . ) ® » ? ~ .
N " - * Y ¢ ‘ '
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Which Puplls Are Tested and Sampling and/ or Census Testin'g Methads

Probabmty random sampling is the procedure used By Connecticut to select the age groups patticipating in
“ the assessment program: The selection takes place in foyr catégories: by commumty size, by school dustnct by
—'schdoism each-drstrict, and by puptts\\wrmrn eachschool. "

3

samptmg method to assess pupils in specified grade levels. When the 1974 Florida General Assembly amendéd
the.Educational Accountability Act of 3971, this practice was changed. Béginning with the 1974-75 assessment,

all students in specified grades have béen tested so that Flonda educatdrs can receive reports of the resulls for
ndividuat students and-for each schog, as well as‘'on a’local district and state level basss. Flonda's NAEP-refated
assessment, also conducted in 1974-75, resulted in a two-part assessment program-that year and; in this -
parttcularwpgram samphng of the specified ages was similar to Natwnal Assessment of Educatnonat Progress .
(NAEP) proCedures ) .

’.,,,t’. ) .

The first three’ assessments n F;/tnda keginning with the 1971-72 program, t’oﬂowed the multnplematnx

. Trke Muchrgan assessment presently igevolving mto a tw&part program all pupﬂs ingrades4and’7 are tested

as uSual on.a core of important mimimal objectives, and a statewide matrix sampling niethod 15 operated
simu taneously for ether objegtives in“the tryout and pilot porfions of the program. Sampiing procedures,
precipitated by the change-over from riorm-referenced testing to objective-referenced testmg were introduced
for the first time in the 1974-75 and 1975-76 assessment programs

A\l -

Samphng in Michigan was performed at the schoo! level only IR 1974-75 and n 1975-76 A list of schools was
drawn up which contained the grades desired for the sampling process, and thé necessary number of units was
randomly selected from the list. No further sarhpling was done at the classroom or student levels. All the students’
in the desired grades of the schools selected in the. sample took the tests. This method was used for the .
- experyriental items tested in grades 4 and 7 and Yor the first grade pilot assessment both years. The tenth grade
piot-assessment in 1975 76 involved alrtenth grade students in 30 schools which volunteered to partncupate

The Michigan Department of Educatton staff i1s planrung a new spnral sampling procedure for assessments in
" the future which will resultin a statewide samphng of studenti

o

. Table 13 notes the number of pupils tested those included exempted from the assessment program; and
the sampling methods used by Connecticut. Florida,"and Michigan in recent years to select students fer testing.

) .. : z




. Table 13

»

Pupils Tested and Sampling and/or Census Testing -

. - . - - - -
L »
2

State

Pupits Tested

Sampling and/or €ensus Testing

Connecticut

Number tested

v

-

Age/Grade

Pupiis included

1
|
ey

- \

Pupls exempte;d

1971:72—7.751
Febfuary, 1975—4,500

Fall, 1975-4,000 plus any other locat
schools who pign to participate

"9-, 13-, and 47-year-olds in 1971-72,

and February, 1975, grade 8 only in falf
of 1975

Al of the gven ages in public and
vocational-techmical  schools, plus
those who have dropped behind one
grade level or are in a grade ahead.
nonpublic schools mciuded in 1975 at
thewr request - v

Dropouts. , educationally mentally
retarded: emotlonally disturbed, and
non-English speaking pupils

YA . Systematic,

4-stade probabiliy
.random samplng selection was made:
first stage by community size (big
cities, innge cites, medwum cities,
smaller cities) , second stage by school
district; third stage a selection of 3
schools in each selected, distnct, one
for each grade level; and fourth stage a
selection of specific pupis taken at
randorh within each school.

The required number of ehgible pupils
in any school was 48, but the final
number was set at 60 to ailow for
absences.

i
Flonda

’ Number tested .

‘

Age’ Grade

Pupﬂsﬁclud&d '

l

Pupits exempted

A

| 1973-74—112,000

1974-75--400,000

. G;ades 3.6'and 9 both years

Ail of the given grages plus non-English
speakmg and rmgrant pupils

Educable mentally retarded; irainable

_mentally retarded. bhnd; deaf; alse
" exempted on an mndividual basis are.

exceptional pupils {with physical or
_‘emotional prablems) whom the school
coordinator and principal agree should

notve tested ’
i)

. s + R M:.*, P YR
Up through ,1973-74, multiple matrix

sampling was used in Flonda. Only a
portion of the pupils'in a school were
tested, and no pupi took_ all the items
on-the test. The jtems were placed on
three test .forms per gradg, and each
student completed only one df the
forms. The sampling was designed to
be representative at, the state and
dustnct levels. _ .-

Begmnmg n 1974-75, census testing
‘has' been mandated by law in Flonda
for.grades 3 and 6. In 1975-76, all
‘Pupils 1n grades-3 through 6 will’ be
tested

-

I




Table 13 (continued)

Number tested *

v

Age/Grage Level

.
-

Pupss .ncluded

R
cen
L

s

- -

Pupis exempted

Puplls Tested and Sampling and/ or Census : Testmg
’ v . cre .. —
State - Puplls Tested V Sampling and/or Census Testing
7 - T 13
Michigan . ) i

11973-74-—318.000
1974-75—406.000 (there were ap-
praximately 320,000 4th and . 7th
graders, 16,000 nenpubic 7th graders,
and 70.000 tst graders)

1973-74—Grades4and 7
1974,75—Grades 1.4, and 7

Pupils in specified grade levels, plus
~those receiving itinerant services (hard
of hearing, physically handicapped,
educable mentally retarded, emotion-
aity disturbed. those wnh speech 1m-
pediments)

Pupils 1in non-graded programs who
can be dentifed as 4th and 7th
graders. those whose grade level can-
not be determined to be included if
they are in therr 4th or 7th year past
kmqergarten

Those who attend public schools on a-
shared time basis from nonpublic
schools provided they are getting in-
struction in reading and mathematics
in the:public schools -

Nonpubhc first grade students included
at the optibn of thelecal district . :
Confirmed Type A mentdlly hand:-
capped unless they participate in regu-
physical mental

tested without or

far classroom programs and can be

Census testingused in the core assess-
ment of grades 4 and 7; samping
procedures, apphied at the school level,
used in the 1974-75 and' 1975-76 as-
sessments for experimental items tried
ouf in grades 4 and 7 and for the first

grade assessment
| Necessary number of units ‘was
randomly sefeCted from a lst of

schools whichkcontamned the specified
grades; rio further sampling done at'the
classroom or- siydent levels; all stu-
dents in the sped¥ied grades of the
school sample took the tests

Department of Education staff plan-
ning a new spiral’sampiigg procedure
for future assessmenis which will resuft
in a statewide sampling of students

1/

strain,” those who receive instruction
only in special classes excluded at the . /
’ option of the local district ¢~ ! g
-
. . ©
L.
* L !
>, . o
° . < -" t’.‘




_ AN
. Test Administration Procedures

- - S
| . 7 / Introduction  _ - :

Test administration demands/a/oons;derable\i@ount of preimmary work and carefu! planning-on the part of
the contractor and fhe state &ducation agency before the tests are handed out to the students and testing for the
assessment program actually begins.:Pgople have to be appointed to take charge of every administrative detail
linked 1g a chain fromythe contractor ard the department of educatioh down through the districts, to the schodts,
-and to the-efassroosm where the tests are given The process Is reversed with the return-of the tests and matenals
the particular schoo! back to the district and ultimately to the state education agency, the contractor, or to
a scoring firm for processing. - ’

pending upon the number of Students to be tested, the process can engage a substantial group of persons’
to makexthe local arrangements with the local districts and schools and to administer the tests, as in the case of

Flonda an %Dr; or a smaller team of persons hired and-trained by the contractor, as in the case of

Connecticut Connecticut tested 7.751 students in their first assessr’n_entpand 4,500 In the second assessment.
Florida tested 112,000 the 1973-74 school year and expects to test 400,000 1n 1975 to comply with the state law
which now mandates the testing of all students in selected grades Michigan tested over 300,000 students & year

& s

in the earlier assessments and over 400,000 in 1‘974-75/ ; .

~

described next r

.
-

The detais of the test adrnfmstratlcm/cédures followed by Connecticut. Florda, and Mnchfgah are

e s

‘ Connecticut Proqedures

commercial firm confracted by Connecticut to handle the reading assessment in -1971-72 was
responsible for test adpamistration. The institute for the sfuMQ Systems (ISIS) first hired ten field
_administrators and arsupervisor following personal interviews with teachers, principals, and substitute teachers in
ate who were recommended by local district superintendents and other educatbrs.

+

/ S -

Two training sessions, monitored by Department of Education staft, were held by 1SIS for the administrators

- and the superwsor. Inthe first session the participants were given an overview of the program and instruction in

the important preliminary work to be done prior to actual testing, such as directing a planning segsipn with the,
e

school personnel involved; scheduling of the tests, and how to select the testing facility. The segond session h
a month later provided training in the actual administration of the tests, the'coding of the test booklefs, and
@preparatulan of coding transfer ferms, —

% Inordes to secure maximum cooperation and understanding from the schools in the sample, several contacts
were made by mail and telephone before the first meetings were held with the school officials. Six weeks before
the field admnistrators’ first visits to the schools, a letter was sent to all superintendents of the'schools selected
for the sample. The letter explained the assessment program and its relation to the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) "asked for cooperation, ‘and named the schools In the supennteridents’ districts
- that were to take part. Folowing this mailing, a similar mailing was sént to the principals of the schools in the
sample, along with detailed explanations and instructions regarding the assessment process. The instructions
suggested that the assessment would need a program cO or who could be the principal or someone
appointed by the principal. ﬁ 7 .

A telephone call was made to each school principal by the Connecticut field su%rwsor 10 schedule
appointments between the agministrators and the principals. At these meetings the details of the assessment
program and the procedures to be followed by each school were discussed. The administrators explained the
method of selecting students in the sample to the school principal and his coordinator since-it was their
" responsibiity to obtain the correct number of students neede'd to take the test. The field administrators also were
responsible for arrangirig the dates and times for the assessment to take place in thé schools. The administrators
* kept in,close telephone contact weekly with the field supervisor to discuss their programs and the problems that

arose. -

<Dunng the testing process, the administrators distributed the test materials to the students and r_éad an |
mtroductory statement to them, but all test instructions were taped for the students. When the assessment was

51 . R .

.
.
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* completed, the admnistrators filled out transfer forms used for recording the necessary data for-keypunching
{esponses which ultimately were to be computerized. A check was made by the contractor on the test"
’ administrators’ accuracy in filing out the forms. -

Connecticut contracted with Research Triangle Institute for the February, 1975, science assessment. 'fhea
procedures for admifustering the tests were very similar to those for the reading assessment, and they were

. ' moni both during the training sessions and at the site of testing, by Connecticut Department of Education
. aff Westinghouse Learning Corporation handled the test administration procedures for the second reading
. assessment in the fall of 1975, andin general, the same procedures were followed. - ’

. —
Florida Procedures ‘

* . .
] . - . >

mistration of the assessment tests in Flonda, which depends largely upon local dlstncti’rid school
“personnel to make local arrangéments and carry out the actual testing proce res, Is the responsibility of the
Student Assessment Section of the Florida Department of Education.

“«

A district coordinator, selected by the district superintendent for each of the 67 schaol districts in the state, is
duties entail the mailing of information and -

nt matenals to the Florida_Department of Education.
the distuct coordinator. In general, the same persens-have
Flonida's assessment, providing continuity to the program.

Inator in direct charge of testing at the school. Test administrators, who
usually are counselors or teagh@rs appointedby the school principal, help the school coordinator in this task. .

the district coczrgrﬁators are tetrby‘the Flonda Department of Education staff with one
on from the corftractor’s staff preSent to provide technical explanations. Florida found .that it is more
Successful to have Department of Education staff members lead theftraining sessions than the contractor’s staff
because of the Department’s farfulianty with the needs and problems of the local districts. Several training
..sesstons are held in differentrégions of the state so that the district coordinators can attend the session-closest -
16 home. The dis’trjthcgordinators receive the information they need to instruct the school.coordinators and test

administrators from thé district coordinator training sessions.

Following the traifing sessions, the district coordinators train the school coordinators. The test administrators
are trained either by the distnict coordinators or the school coordinators. Portions of the tests are given verbally
by the test.administrator, but most of the contents of the tests and the instructions are read by the studerlt.

Training materials are hrovuded by the contractor, m;cluding manuals for the district coordinators, the school.’
coordinators, and the'test administrators, as well.as transparencies and a filmstrip. These materials are sent to
the district coordinators two weeks in/ad?aﬂc,e of the training @@ssions. The coritractor aiso fakes care of the

" _packaging and mailing of the assessmenyests and materials.
* v - . o . iy -
An evaluation is performed /byv'fﬁe contractor of the effectiveness of the training sessions and materials
through the use of questionnaires and interviews. The contractor summarizes,the times when specific directions
. are not followed otrectly as part of the evaiyation. District coordinators meét twice annuallly; first, to draw
10n$ and fhake recommendations\abouﬂ!h%ethods and materials used and again, to review the results.

t

. .

v Michigan; too, de S
the assessment program:—Michigan uses a syst }
-coordinator 1s designated for each K-12 district by the superin SHG!
coordinator for each ‘intermediate districtds appointed by the intetrmediate district superis

. coordinator Js appointed for each' school' in the “district by each local-fistrict and intermadiiate district
coordinator. Assessment administrators are selected by local school officials. S

] . . hd - i - o /




“The logal district and intermediate dis) ct coordinators distribute to the schools the materials they receive
from the contractor; train the aSSessmen dminsstrators; ‘coliect the test.booklets and answer sheets; destroy

unused or extra materials; return the te \

[

~

answer shedts and related materials to the Michigan Educational
Assessment Program Scoring Service; andfgnswer questions that might arise about the' program and materials.

Fhe sehool coordinators send the asse§bment materials they receive from the district coordinators to the

appropriate assessment administrators. THg schogl coordinators also arrange meetings with the assessment
administrators and teachers to explain‘theprogram and to show them filmstrips about the program that are
- provided by the Michigan Department of EQuication. After the tests are administered, the school coordinators
return all the matenals, used and unused, tojthe local district or intermediate district coordinators according to
explicit instructions given in a manual. The flanugl contains detailed, step-by-step instructions to help ensure
uniform, statewide administration of the tests} . . *

The assessment administrator can be a cla robm teacher or counselor, or the school principal if large groups
of students are taking the tests. Proctors cambe assigned’to assist the assessment administrators when more
than 30 students are being tested. Assessmelt-administrators monitor the students when they are taking the
tests to record adygrse physical conditions, mpropriate growp reactions to the tests, and indwidual situations
such as lliness and unfair assistance. Such info Ination 1s not returned to the Michigan Department of Education
or to the Michigan Educational Assessment Proyram Scoring Service, but is retained by those in the schools and
districts who'wik-befinterpreting the results.  ~ ‘ : ’

7 .
. . 0

The administratiorrof the test battery is monitdred by Michigan Department of Educafion staff in asampling of
* the schooi_ districtsfn order to see thag a unitorm gdmijnistration of thetests'is maintained statewide. )

Table 14 indicates the major elements of the te administration proc'edurgs followed by the three states. -

L 1 —_———
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_Table 14

€

Major fEIements of Test Administration Procedures

L]

Procedures

Oomecticut ot

Florida ‘

* Michigan

Principal respoh5|b|l|ty
for test administration:

*Personnel involved:

Training

E]

‘a,Lﬁ: ks

of procedures and,
. materals: ’

Monitoring or evaluation

¢

I Contractor

& 1 supervisor.inter-

contractor from hst
,supplied by local district
superintendents

.
\
. 3

Supblied by contractor

[N

Performéddby DOE staft
and contractor

10 field administrators - .

viewed and hired by . -

‘Local dlstnc;s's

District coordinators
appointed for each

district by the district - '

superintendent

School coordinator for
each schoo! appeinted
by school pringipals

Test administrators
appointed by school .
principals

L}

DOE traips district
coordmators with *
contractor present to’
cover technicalities

School coordinators
trained by district
coordmatgrs

Test administrafors » o
trained by district
coordtnators or school
coordinators’

Manyals supplied with
instructions '

Performed by
contractor and district
coordinators

.

District coordinators

, district coordinators

_ Test administrators

Local districts -

appointed for each
district by the district
superintendents *

School coordinators
appointed by local

s

(usually teachers) _
appointed by local
school officals

Supplied-by DOE for -
district cbordinators

| d
School coordinators .
trained b} district
co’ordmatbrs. ,

Test atimirpisirator’s

trained by distnict or A

school coordinators

Manuoais pr&)vtded
district and'school
coordinators and test
adrhimstrat&)rs with
detailed mslructions .

3

-

Performed By DOE staff
In sarhple of schoo!
distrnicts; schovol test

students for lagverse
testing conditions and
reactions to Ee reflected
In interpreting results

"admmlstraw%monitors 1t

~1
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¥

A
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. ' ' ‘Results

3

. Introduction
Probably the two most important aspects ‘of a ‘state assessment program are (1) interpretation and
transmittal of the results of the program i an understandable form to the. diverse audiences for whom the
findings are intended, and *(2) commitment to see that constructivg use is made of the information.
Dissernination alone Is a difficult task. Full utilization of the results may not be immediate because it takes time, in
" terms of years, to collect enough information to be of constructive use. But utilization is the forerhost and
ultimate purpose of an assessment. and accounfabllhy program. Without proper dissemination of the results, ,
utilizatron may not be satisfactorily accomplighed. Many of the problems ahd misunderstandings that arise in
assessment and accountability programs are the result of lack of communication. - T
. ldeally, understanding of the program shouid be promoted vigorously ahead of time, and the results of the ~ *
program should be interpreted in understandable tariguage for the several different audiences that most states
inclide in their reporting efforts. As Frank B. Womer states in Devéloping'a Large Scale Assessment Program,”
one cannot assume that interpretation of the results will take place, nor can one assume that the-results will be
used automatically. An assessment program Is a waste of effort and funds if 1t falls into nonuse. It is necessary.to - __
use various methods, in addition to the written reports of the resulits, to be certain the results are communicated - -

to the pertinent recipients and that something is done about the findings.

- *

All the states across the country which are conducting' state assessment programs have printed and"
distributed reports which generally_contain the background and objectives of thé assessment program, the,
. procedures followed to operate it, and an explanation of the tables of statistics displayed. Sometimes both’ a .’
. technical report and a more simplified report are prepared, the latter appropriate for public addiences.

Most states depend upon a Coniragied firm to score and process the assessment results and to analyze an
print them. Some states, like Florida; have therr results@nalyzed and inerpreted by consultants with involvement
of department of education and district subject area spep«ahsts. ' oo ,

Michigan preparés explanatory m‘atenals to accompany the pn_r‘iied reports so that teachers and
_administrators can analyze results in terms of their own goals and objectives. Regional workshops are held,to ° .
provide information to the,local school personnel, and\color filnstrips containing infoymation for ihterpreting

--results are distributed to the local districts. S~ \f_,// - ..

Michigan also is 'incorhoratlng some other systematic approaches with their dissemination activities. A
dissemnination model has been prepared by the Michigan Department of Edugation for the Cooperative
Actountability Project which both state and local agengies cap draw upon f guidance.” A full and,active

dissemination program that goes beyond printed reports/requires considera human and financial resources, * -

but a state cah begin with printed reports.and releases to the news edia, with attention to clarifying the results

for the local media, &nd work into other approaghes when resources be}ome avallable. . ,
o s - - - ) @

education officals, or state fegislatures, and even by public pressdre. Connecticut, Florida, and Michigan were

given some directives in their legislative gcts concerning which addiences shoufd be included in the transmittal of

results, aithough none of these states is restricted in this sense Al he Connecticut law calls for a detailed repor} to ‘ -
be submitted to the Governor and Connecticut General Assérhbly in which recommendations by the State Board

bt Education forimproving education ¢an be inciuded. v

The audiences selected t‘o*recenve reports of the results are }f}%mmed/by state board and department of "',1‘ s

Flonda’s law specifies tat the Commissioner of Education is to make an annual public report of the
assessment results for each school district and*for the state. Eachrdistrict’s school board is to make an annual
" public report of the results Yor each school in the district, and must Aile a copy of the report with the State
Commussioner of Education. Finally, an interpretation of assessment results is to be reported it @ach school's’
annual report of sehool progress which is sent to the parents of all childrénin the school. ) .

.

Michigan’s statute simply states that public release, of information about the progress of the state systemof - 7,
éducation is required. ' . . LT

- ¢

" Erank B. Womer, Developing.a Large Scdie Assessment Program (Denver: Goopetative Accoutability Projest,” 1973) , pp. 80, 84.
*® A Dissemination System for State-Accountability Programs {Denver: Cooperative Accountability Project, June, 1973) . ) 3
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How Connecticut, Fiorida, and Michigan handle the reporting, dissemfhéilon,"and utllization’of;their results 15
described next. : co o e
. ’ b - A « . . +

- . ' '

. . o

’ . . v - : - “ . ~ F2
- N Co&ecticut Results -~ - =0 ' (

Scoring and Procéessing of Besulté ‘ L , R
) o . ‘ ) . , ) N T
-Scoring and processing of assessment results in Connecticut are ¢ontractedto a commercial firm.

.

Y . { - -~

Reporﬁn'g’Cateéories ? < : P Coo. C ; ‘.
The assessment resuits show: §1§té; national, and.northeast. regiondl median $cores (percentage correct) for ¢
each objective in each age group, by'sex and by size of Gommunity” {large cites, fringe cities, niedium cities, and:’,
-smaller towris) . Tables and bar graphs illustrate the results. . T

# U

.

Interpretation of Resuits : : . ‘ S - L P
. - R4 - .. . 4 o . , , '

No interpretation &f results at the district; school, of G{assroo.m level is possible because no identification’of
student, school, or communit ts made through the data collected.” . ‘
Dissemination of Resulfs” , PR T

A technical report is prepared by the contracted firm anmarity for use in theConnecticit,Department of « *
+ Education A copy is sent to the state library, some.gollege libraries, and to the ERIC Procegsing and Raference

Facility. Lo AT JRE | ‘ S S

‘ ) < . \ Ay ' R . '
A public réport 1s prepared rr a more 'sirpphf:ed form and distributed to the Connecticut Department of
. Education staff, the State, Board:of Education, Governor, Connecticut General Assembly, school districts and
schoals, teacher ordanizatioris, school libraries, parents, school patrons and citizens, other states, the press,
€RIC, and the U.S. Office of Education. ‘ - '

> K /

- -
1 ‘2

‘ ”
Another kind o{.’gep\ort 8. prepared annually for“the Governor and thie Connecticut General Assembly . _.
response to the Connecticut Generat Statutes which réqu‘esl an evaluation of all of the'educational programs” -
manddted by the General Assémbly, including the assessmeht. program: The objectives of each prpgram, ifs
expenditures; and,the need for the prggram 1 reported along with fecohmendation®tany. . -

- ~
[} c, o . v RFY .

Uti}izﬁofResults = e L L

Results are used {o establish prioitiés qf needs for the purpege Qt-appropri_atmg state and federal-funds to
meet the identified'needs and to determipe program effectiveness.” 7' + S5 e .
- - L) . . PR . - '

3 ¥

- The reading’gs§§ssment report is supplying base data that aﬁfec't program degisions for readirig both at the
state'andIdcal levels. S e et

Bcoring is corpleted by the contracted firm. The Department of Education analyzes the Computer fapes 7 -
supplied by the-contracted frm, interprets the results, and prepares printed repofts. The contractor. supplies a
final Teport which contains item analyses, a review of procedures to'identify‘.neegﬁedlqhanges. andthe restits of *

supplementary studies. Census testing began in Florida during the 1974-758 schéol year, and the contracted firm

fow printsindividusl student reports in order to réturn the resufts to the schools miore giickly, The Department of
" Education still processes all other reports. ) o B S A -
v . S 3 . - : ~ AP
’ ' . ‘ ) - .
. 6 6 - . . . i L :.‘:? ‘. . “..
' . v - e > ',.y:/
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. Scoring and Processing of Results - - S SR




_Reporting Categories . . | 7 ‘ oo
Lt R 3 . v ” . . . 2 ) ’ ., . !
o Prior to the 1973-74 asgessment, results were reported in terms of percehtages ef students wha achieved .

each objective at*the district and state levels only, In 1973-74, enolgh students were tested so that reporting
could take piace at theschqol level fdr a portion of the distric}s. Achievement of the'obijective was based upon a
criterion established for each: objective by a task force asgigned to eachisubject areg. The criterion-was the
minimum number of items that a student had to answer corgectly in order ta attain the objective; i.e., four out of -
. five, five dut otseven, ets. The criteria varied for each objective. | - .. R
. - . . ¥
in 1974-75, all students were tested and results were reported in térmsof percentages of achievement of
items rather than objectives at the student, school, district, and state levels. The school reports are organized by
" objective and contain the percentage of achievement on:every iterri for the school, the district, and the state. A

district pergentage report reveals how every school in the district bérforméd on each tem. L B
. . i ) . .

‘

- - .
Florida also prepares an individual studenf repert for each student showing how many of the items for each “

, objective were answered correctly. H is expected that a normative score will be prepared in the future for the total

test and for eachrsubject area so that a stadent’s achievement can be compared with other students in the state.

. 1Y h) a

Flonda legislators have-been asking'for a single score so that they can determine the relative effectivenéss of a

school or district educational progsam. In order to comply with,this demand, Department of Education staff have

dé'veloped regression formulas so that the total score on thg entire test and,on each subject area-can be
compared with a predicted scoretor the schoot or district based upon non-school vanables. K
Results for Flonda‘s"repl}canon of the National Assessment of-Educajional Progress in reading and
mathematics will be reported in the forh of percentages of achievement on the itemss used to assess the
objectives. State percgntages will be compared'to the nation 3nd the southeéast region. Resyits also will be
analyzed by categories such as racg, language, and sex

. ~

L " . v . * 1
. . N - *
- . . - "

Interpretation of Resuits o ' o .

- N . . . g @
StaUéWIdé results have been analyzed and interpreted by Flonda Departmént of Education consultants andby.,

.. * subgect area exparts under special.contract. Recommendations for improvement are suggested where needed.

e “Disthicts and schools are responsible for the analysisof ther results, | . .
\ . . . N ‘ ’ S ;‘ ’ o 2
Dissemination of Results | =~ =~ C T e Ce }
. N . . - PRI .:. )
© A senies of writjen repérts. including several technical reports=and a summary rép.on, are sent to the docgl °
districts dnd schools, state legisiators, the newlé media, and other states (upontequest). .. . - N AT

1]
0. "

>

' News releases are prepared by Florida Department of Education'staff, and testimony is yzg"rovvded 16 legislative -/’
education cammittees upon request. Each logal district is responsible-for distributing the assessment results .+« "
locaily. and to-ocal medta, usually through the district coardinator wh i
staff, ang othef citizens of the district. Yoo S .

o has diregt contactg-with parents, school *
: C e P ot

o . N -
/ T N

The results of the replicaled National A_sée
didifigis and to the Florida House and Senate Educ

ent.of Educatiofial Progress will be'_d/stribu_tgad 1o the schéel
tioncommittges.  ~ - - o
e, ' foot :
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# Utilization of Restiits

-*.+ Comparisqn$ can be made between school and district results or between district and state redults.Cautions ¢
mys! b exercised in this process by considering the variables that could aféect the scores, unless the groups that ~ #
are choséen for comparisan have similar gharacteristics. v R U T

N " . i o L . ° .

. * . P L
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P
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«, + *Bchools and distr‘nc;é can deterimirie how much progress-they,are making toward their stated goals and*
objectives, based upon their, local’ problgms gnd needs, 'so"that effectiveness -and impfovement @an be

L3

monitred. S - .- - . . .0, v Y

. - R . ,1-'. 1,

The present/previous summary Ir iuded with the _aaétngl reports &ah be used by the’ 'Istriqtif.fﬁ chart trends <.
and 1o deyelop new-godls which reflect the ngedg of the studenit. © 74 s 7 < S0 L
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_- The district percentage summary included in the school.rgports can be analyzed by educational personnel at
X . " the-district level for pdtterns of school performance. Scheols with consistently high scores ira particular subject
- .area can be dentified so that their programs can bg reviewed for possible use by other.schools with low scores.
7 * * LS v ‘ ' ' '

.
' « N 3

. - Michigan Resuits , ‘

. Sgo‘ringarid Processing of Results ‘ )

Scoring and processing of the 'M|gh|gan aé.sessm'ent results is ac_Combllshed by the contracted firm.

L) . N

Reporting Ca/ftegoﬁes‘ Prior to 1973-74 . ¢

Before objective-refergnced testing began'm 1973-74, reports were prepared for the local districts based

upon the result$ of norm-referemced testing of each pupil's basic skills portion of the assessment battery,

. ' excluding the first year of assessment. These results were reported in terms of the pupil’s standing in relation to
ofher pupils who took the tests. Pupils” scores, norm tables, and‘technical information were provided so that the

local schools could deter’mine.' how well each pupil was pe'rf'ormmg. . . .
/\ Reports also wene prebéred for the local districts based pbon the schoo and district results of all measures
-« . used In the assessment. These included district and schodf-scores, norm tables, and explanatory materials so

that the local districts could analyze therr own,resu'lts.

« A.distrct-by=district simmary 1dentified the relative standing of each school district through the usg of .
‘standdrd scores and percentile rgnkings, - ., o, R .. -
ring of the results entailed teports for groups of districts, §cﬁoql,, and pbptlg, with scores prgseht.e_d SN

.

:l\t.
. :
(] s N

v : b
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‘ , . For the 197 -7? asé@ssment, results of the objective-referenced testing in mathematics and reading were
® rteported of an individual, student, classroom,- schoel building, schooj district, and state-:ééi basis. Atthe -~ -~
: student level, the daja showged whether or,not the student correctly answered each test item, tHe number of items . :
. .am§wefed correctly for ‘ach dbjective, and whethet or not the student had attained the objective, “At the »
.+ .classroorh, schol; and.district level, ihe information indicated the percentage of students who answered none,

one. two, three’ foar or all bf’tf{e‘fi.ve'lfémsfot’%mﬁQb@‘gt,liv.gz.ar?d‘t\he percentage of students who achievet each

. objective. The criterion level for attamiment of each objective (Unlké Florida's criteria. which varied with each ‘

' qQbjective)® is sef at answerifig. correétly four out of the five iterns for each objective'in.ofder t6 rgduce the thance e,

) . Of guessing the.nght answeron the multiple choice items. A 'listing of the students, inveach classroom who®s s+ "
attained each objective qtsp wasprovided. ,".. ., o C -, o ]

e SN - . .

e T .

‘ ) N el - ' 1 ' ' | ) s ' \
et * Ohthe word rél’a_tfongh’ips‘test,_ results wére reported in three ways'for individual students: (1) araw score
SR whnch‘]rldi&a!eq the number of items the student answergd correctly; {2) a standard score; and (3) a per tent
' . below 'score which shoved the perégntage of students that had a lower standard score. Summaries of .this
.. .Information, presented in-g standard score distribufion, were provided at the classroom, ‘'school, and district .«
et levels. . : ’ ‘ ' . N .
L. . . , e ' ) . N R S, )
. Reports of.the attitude test resylts-consisted of summary information at the classroom, school, and district ]
-#...7 i Tlevels. No indivigual restilts weté prepared; the questionnidsces were anonymous. ‘ Lo -

- L]
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.. . - Reporting Categories 1974-75 "~ | o

. --'f“"-}-'-’f" For thé 1974-75 as:sessmgbue;wlt_s of the otijecnve-i,eierénee_d tests in reading and mathér'ﬁatic\é for grades” S

. dand7dre presented in the same manner as in the 1973-74 program. Information again is reported by individuat .. "~
student @nd at the tlassroom,*5chool, and distrjct levels. The Individual Student Report shows how each student

. " answered,the-test Questions and whether or not the objectives were achigved. The Ctassroom Listing™Report

S

| wmeses- summatizes fof each teacher tm;zr performance of eactr student in the class and the class performance oh each - S
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f . S objectwve” The schedl principal recewed a set of the student.records and a summary 7eport for the ,s_cﬁoo_k Data

for each sehoo! building and for 1he district were\sen\l to the logal supgnntengjg*ms, , ‘ - e

n -~

v e

- compited fortmited pubhc refease and for stateofficrats, oom and school recewed dataonthe - ..

.
. . ’

E, . Because of the sampling progedures used for the st g;a?d?s’géssment, .only statewidg results e
’ 1asst
. - oBjectives they tested~ . . L \\ )
. Other reports will be preparet for groupings of districts ar)d.schoomgmh and seventh grddes two .
-~ —ephional methods of reporfing.assessment resuits will be avarable to-each school district: 11) - seventh grade ~
. ! : . results will be repocted acgording to feeder elementary school at no extra costo the district, and (2) an optional
“research code” wmethod will be utiized that will enablé the districts to .observe the refationstups: between S
assessment results and other educational vanables of -particular ‘interest to the district. This option will be
processed at the local distnct’s cost. From the begimning, the assessment program in Michigan has been .
collecting, analyzing, and reporting descriptive data about each K-12 district-on a number. of vanables in the -
categores of hurnan resopurces, district financial resources, dropout rate, racjal-ethnic minonty stawsrand)
district size measures: These vamables are variously reported at state, district, sthool, classroom, and individual
’ student levels Studemt background character previously were cokected, but these measures were
) discontinued because of the controveqrsythey gen d among parents. JR .
The word retatignstups test and attitude test were available on ah opt:onal basis in 1974-75 Reportng for the
. word retationships test consists of individual pupil results as well as summaries at the classroom. schoal, and
district levels. No individua! student data are reported for the anonymous attitude guestionnaires. but summary
_ nformation 1s provided at the classroom. sctiool, and district levels. A statewide summary and item analysis are *

prowided to the participating districts after alithe Jatahas been processed. : °* « v, . T,
. * ’ ‘~ : : e -
) ‘Reporting Categories 1975-76 ' oL g . °.
z . <y . .

Reporting categories will be the sag,né for-thie 1975-76 assessment as in 1974-75 except for the adgtienof =~ N
-one other category. in 1975-76 each _sg:hgol‘ and distnct will be provided the percehtage of students’ who chiose
each possible answer for each item Since the aftitude test and the word relationshups test were-not offered in

1975-76, results will not be reported in*hese areas. . \ : . -
. - ~. _~\ ’ . o~ - .. . .‘,
e .InterpretafionofResuts . - 4., -
Explanatory booklets prepared by the Michigan Educational Assdssment Program staff accompany the - te

- results The bookiets are designed primarily to help teachers analyze lndlwdual studertt and classroom results
and to help administrators interpret the school and distiict summaries of the resuits. The administrators also, .
assist the teacher in interpreting student and classroom results. Statewide results have been intefpreted_in
articles, reports, and speeches by Michigan Départmem of Education staff. ’ ‘ '

' N I'd -

Y

. - -

_The Department of Education staft cannot meet with éach teacher or school principal in Michigan’s 531 focal
school districts, but the staff does conduct regional méetings each year to provide nformation to local schoal
" personnel about the results of.the assessmem Jalt workshops afe offered for local diStrict administyators on the
mterpretation and utikzation of the &ssessment results, 4nd there 1s inidividual consultation with the districts. By
contacting the key people in each distrgt, interpfetation of the agsessment program 1s communicated to others
in the distnicts. i addition. color filmstrips are distributed to the local schooi districts which explain the program
and show hew-the results can be interpreted. A new fimstrip speaker’s kit on school utilization of assessment® .
" results has been prepared for ditribution to each school district. . T ,

\

Michigan Department of Education 1s entering into eontracts with varows professioaal curnculuni groups .- .o
‘ the state thét are nvolved in developing the objectives and test items Tor the assessment program:. These
-/ groups will be asked-to prepare interpretative reports of the results and to generate-constructive conclusions.
The Michigan Educational Assessment Program staft will assist the curncllum groups by serving as resource

persons. =~ - - . ‘ .
e e . T ) .. ’ N » L
.* Dissémination ofResults - __ S : .
. n "4“: 2~ -3 . .. . P

< . - . . -
Fongévegai years Michigan has been disseminating the results of the state’s assessfment program; duning this
process problems were encountered thaf had political, pubic, and professional reparcussions. .Certajnly the
- program has,not-been embraced with:open arms by everyonen the state;and critical articles about it have been
published. Sofme of the criticism was ably refuted by the Department of Education staff. ihether thse messages .

-
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. quracalum organizations m planming ardithat research studies can be conducted 10 discover: the relationships - - -

" distridt, énd for the state. This information aiso can contribute to the interpretation of the assessment results. "

-

Sy

)

~\

@

" the staff responsibje for the programs m each state. Costs do not include hull time equivalent salaries. Theydo =~ -

- commrttee s coordmatingandmproving dissenhation methods.-Some of these methdds are: ' s o ]

needs of the pupils. - : . . , g

have convinced _thé'pFogram's.defractors 1S operi 10" question. The Department staff s making an effort to ,1

improve communication arid understanding about the assessment program because misunderstanding of the .
purpose and misinterpretatioff of the results of the program have occurred. An adthoc committee now is as$isting
the-assessment staft in developing ‘ways to help educators interpret and use the assessment results, and-the

t

® Informational fimstnips, :auduo'tapég, and story cards are sent to the local districts 16 increase teacher’
awarengss and undergtanding of the assessment program

® Ann-depth training fimstrip, audio tape, and booklets are Bemrg distributed to teachers to aid them.in the
nterpretation of results : : : :

oy * -

: - M ' ~ N . » . : ..
* @ Briefings are being held-across the state to discuss with the local educators the new objective-referenced ‘%‘
testing procedurés. | .. o, ¢ : ’

* ® Training workshops are_conducted o instruct local test administrators, coordinators, and curriculum_
* Speciahsts 4n the interpretation and utiization of the test resytts. individual consultation is provided 1o the

.

" . distrcts upon reéquest ~ )
(. BN . . .
® teaflets abput.the assessment program are dissem ated to the local schools for pupils to take home, .
leatiets also are distrbuted at parent-teachers meetings and other organization meetings. . )

- ® «News arliciés are prepa?em hight varrous aspects of the assessment. Articles are prepared for

+  professional magazines. in the futur {‘moré of these articles will-be interpretive, and they will suggest Yo
membeérs of the educational professfon needed changes tQ improve the educationat system N i T -

® Bulfletins w:u'aemonstré'te how local dsiict agencies can follow up ori statewide results to make local
-appraisals X v ) )
3 © s

~ 0 f - .

Utilization of Resuits-

The Michigan Department of Educatfon 'assensmm assessment results can assist state professional - .

between educationat vaniables ang pupit achievilnent. Each year of the Michigan assessment program, financial
resourges. gge-reported for every district in the state dnd human resources are reported for eyéry school, school '

4

Titie.d disthicts'use the Michigan assessment program data to assist in identifying the reading and mathematics

R .

"~ On the local level, when a_farge number. of low-achieving students 1§ found in a school or district, local :
educators can review therr local curriculum, teaching materals,, and insteuctiorfal. practices to see whether

changes should be made and if additional assistange 1s-needed by the students. The results also can help | .
parents who want to'supplement their children's school learning. ' . .

N

Many local districts are makKing progress in estabfishing accountability pfograms that are based upon the
state’s six-step accountabiity mogel, ot which the assesément program is one part. The six-step accountability
model is described in Section Ill under Status of Implementation of Legislative Acts by Gonnecticut, Flonda, and .
Michigan. . , - ’ . ' e

’ Y e '

. -

h - b

r @ ‘e

* Cost and Staffing of Assessment Programs in N

» 4 o e ’
)

-+ . . . .Connecticut, Florida, and Michigan - - .~ & .

Table 15 indicates the apprbx:r}wate costs involved in the assessment p;ogr{ns of Connecticut, Florida, and ~ * .
Michigan for fiscal'year 1974-75, the percentage of the total funded by the stalw, and the people who make up ,

include contracted costs for such tasks as scoring, analysis, printing, and lest development, as well as for
m'sgeuaneousmpphes fmaterials, and services. Q . . v ]

. .
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Table 15

ost and Staffmg of Assessment Programs in Connecticut, Flonda an‘ch‘igan
Flscal Year 1974-75

N

State’ '

GosE {not FTE salaries)

% Stafe Funding

Staff .

Connecticut, .

«

Michigan

$126, 000 (science. ages

9,13, & 17)
- \
$700,000 (reading,

| wnting, & mathematics,

grades 3 & 6)

[ I8

$829.000 (reading &
mathematics, grades 4
7, grade 1 pilot test)

" 56%

Director ot assessment; 1 consultant,
1 hali-time associate consultant; 1
secretary. . >

"Director of assessment, 1 educational

consulfant.iil, 1 educational
cpnsulfant ll, 1 school service

-1 spectalsf, 1 statistician, 1 statistical

aide, 1 secretary. )
Supervisor of assessment, 4 Ph.D.-
level consuifants, 2 MA consultams 1
MA analyst, 4 secrexanes

e N




_ Status of‘l,rhpl'emeqtation of Legislative Acts
‘ By
Connecticut, Florida, and Michigan *

L1 ¥

Toreturnto the legislation enacted by the three sfates. it can be roted that, in most instances! the states have
cagned out the majorrty of the directives 1n the laws or are.n the process of domg S0 and, in some cases, have

Instituted steps that go beyond what is specifically required by statute. ) ~_;
Conhecticut o . . ' P ' o
. . : “ : C
Connecticut's broad mandate to develop a plan for the assessment and aluation of educational programs
has resulted in the preparation of state learner outcome goals and thrge objective-referenced needs
assessmentsiconducted thus far (one scheduled for the fe_)l! of 1975) based upon the assessment and evaiuation *

procedures that were developed .

Connecticat's six edycational goals not only reflect desired learner outcomes i that state, but also sefve as
utimate criteria for DeRartment of Education programs and as the bass for the development of performance’
objectives in each unit of the Department for a program planning and budgeting system currentjy being devised.
A total of 134 objgctives under five Department goals was developed forr1974-75.

Florida . . - ' . ’ T
A - |

/ 4

Fionda has been impfementing the directives for administering a statewide assessment program contained in

the Accountability Act of 1971 and, more recently, in the 1974 Act which amended the earher Act, A major

directive in the Flenida law that has proved d;{ﬂculf 10 1implement is a cost analysis of educational programs and

an anglysis of the differential effectiveness of instructional programs which is to be includedyn the annual pubhic

port This:s a complex procedure to develop and make workable.So far information on costs and instructional <

programs has not been included in the reports of the results of the assessment, but a-footnote in Jhe 1872-73 )
Techrical Report states that the collection of data for this part of the program "‘will become operative at a iater *
date.”’® . ; '

The Florida Department of Education's Research and Development Section is_d ing methods ahd - -+~ ..
techniques concerned with cogt analysis that are being operafed on a tnal basis in some of i al districts. ’
O\ne method is called the Cost Analysis Management Information Ssytem (CAMIS) which s copynghted, and -
g the Department of Education hopes that all the Fiorida public school districts will be using the CAMIS system -

within the next few years Under this system a district can ascertain the cost of'a new offering, or of any subject
. area or grade level. compare the cost of one mstructional method with anothef; and use CAMIS with pupil
assessment 10 evaluate the efficiency of instruction. Another technique Js the Supplementary Cost\Analys:s

’ *which supplements CAMIS and i1s being tested in pilot schools In the state. By this method detailed cost
nformation pn a imited program can be obtained. for example, the cost of establishing a chemustry laboratory .
course * ) ) . . . o .
. The CAMIS manual was 1ssued 1o Flonda Schoot distnicts in September, 1972, It was remsed in 1974 -and '
1975 following a number of developmehits regarding the use of.the manual which necessitated modifications, iri
. the systemand a plan for umform migimdm implementation in all distmcts by 1975-76. .. __ )
Michigan . ) : ! . o N N

. \

T .. ‘ ‘ - . \\ \ \
* After the admunistration of the first assessment, the Michigan State Board of Education adopted an analysts ’ \
process, or an accountabiity model as # 1s commonly known, made up of six elements or a series-of steps that 3
a:{e ntended to lead to better educational planning both at the state and local levels. The six steps are:

. 1 Identification of common is . - !

2 Development of performan® objectives . : )
3. Assessment of needs . T 4 : .

4 Analysis of delivery,systems

- ©

\ . < .
3 M - .

®- 1972.73 Tachnical Reort, Section 1, Assessment Procedures (Taahaseee: Department of Education, 1974) . $. 3, footnote 3 .
» Articies on Educational Actountabiity in Universs! English (Takshassee' Department of Education, February. 1973), pp. 14, 15. . ot
. . . \ . N . : ~ . .,
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5 Evaluation ' ' ’
6. Recommendations for improvement ' - : T e ‘S
_ The 'goavls have been identified at the stat'e' level. Minimal student performance objectives have: been-’
déveloped for the academic goals in several subject'arkas and now are being retined. Each district is encourdged
to articulate 1ts own goals and objectives ta'supplement the state's goals and minimal objectives.

4 .

The third step is proceeding in the form of thé annual statewide assessment which provides information on

pupil achievement and needs and collects data on staff, school, and financial resources for.each school system
in the state. Local assessment programs are encouraged. The Department of Education is planning to conducta
comprehensive program to help local educators develop their own asseéssment measures; this program prebably
will involve in-service training financed with state funds. .

The fourth step, analysis of delivery systems, 1s concerned with the use of resources by the educational
system to serve the needs of the puplls. The Instructional Specialist Program in_the Michigan Department of
Education I1s assisting local districts in analyzing their delivery systems in each instructional area, investigating
the use of their resources, and adapting therr programs to these needs. *

. . ,

Evaluation, the fifth step; indicates evaluations both at the state and locai levels to determine the effectiveness
of new programs. This mformation wil provide a basis for determining continued afiocation of resources to the
programs. Successful progress can beusdentified and programs more responsive to the needs can be offered. At
the present time, the Michigan Department of Education s evaluating seven of its programs. The evaluation
encompasses approximately 1, 100 projects in-more than 500 tocal'sghool districts. Consultative services and 30
or more workshops are conducted annually throughout the state t6 furnish technical assistance on evaluation to
local agency staff. The Department also is running a survey of local and intermediate schoo! districts to
determine what resources and capabilities they possess for evaluation. More adequate services and expanded
activiies will be offered based upon the results of the survey. , o . .

N

Recommendation for improvement, the sixth element. draws upon the Previous five steps and offers to the

community recommended changes for' the adoption of successful expenmental or demonstration programs -

identified by previous steps.

Many local districts_are making progress in establishing accountability programs that are based upon the
state’s six-step accountability model. They are being encouraged to develop such.a model #hrough a pilot
program conducted by the Michigan Department of Education in elementary schools, six secondary schools,
and an intermediate school district. The Department staff works closely with the pnncipal§, feachers, and
administrators i the districts to implement each step of the six-step Michigan accountability medel. The pitot
programs serve as demonstration models for other districts and schools whi¢h want to introduce the
accountablity model. Consultative sexvices and workshops are offered by Department of Education staff to
provide techrucal assistancesin developing the model. Those involved appear to be generally satisfied with the
plan and consider it a success. Both the Elementary and the Secondary School Principals Associations have
requested training sessions for showing their m?mbers how to use the model. e N

Another impatus for focal distacts and schools implementmyg accountability programs simifar. to the state
accountability model I1s the inclusion of the six-step accountability model as,a part of the proposal needed in the
local districts’ applications for competitive grants under ESEA Title lll. By 1974 more than 60 local school
districts were using the six-step model through the Title lll grants. Although technical assistapce and workshops

- are’ provided by Michigan Department of Education staff in the distncts that request them, limitation of

Department staff has cadsed delays. It is hoped that those who learn how to implement the mogiél will be abie to
help others apply it in ther particular school or district. . 4

>

3, %

A
' . { “,

. . '. . R
Michigan’s Assessment Act requests that the school“systems, be prowided “‘with slyong incentives fo -

introduce educational programs to improve the education of student$ in such basic skills and model programs to AR

raise the levél-of achievement of studénts” (Sec. 1 {c) of Public Act No. 38). Michigan reports do not
specifically indicate what "Strong incentives” have been introdaced, although application of the six-point
accountability model is addressed to new and model programs to raise the achievement of students, and thé
pilot program and the use of the model through ESEA Titlg Ill competitive grant$ have resulted in implementation
of the model at the local levels. o ¢ i : :

" Compensatory funds from the Michigan State Aid Act to ifprove the performance of students also may be

perceived as an incentive for some of the local districts. _As,rgenﬁmea earlier in the report; funding was supptied

-l
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by the Michigan *State Aid Act. a four-year program. which amounted.to $22 million in 1974. After the iniial
“tdentification of a district, with large numbers of fow-achieving students (those who fell below the 15th
" percentie) -the district cohtinued to receive funds only if satisfactory progress was shown by dn evaluation of its
compénsatory. progranm The school received $200 for each pupil who subsequently athieved 75 per cent of the .
performance objectivés set for him and this. amount was prorated for lower achievement, Funding was based
" solely upon these students’ pretests and posttests appropriateé for the objectives of the local district’s program,
and monetagy assistance was to be cut back or eliminated when schools did not show success in raising therr -~
performance-level The state -assessment program was not used to measure success of a district’s brogram; )
each district chose its own test insjruments to measure their student progress There were 529 K-12 districts -,
Mtchégan 1n 1974, of which 67 recewed funds from this program, ranging from $6,000 to $11 mithion. Detron, the
iargdst district, receved about half of the $22 million. The program was audited i 1972-73, and the findings -
indicated that out of the 99.048 students pretested and posttested that year, 59.3 per cent achieved éverage
gains equal to 75 months for each month of the program. Moreover, 34.5 per cent of.the pupils achieved gains
eqgual to or greater than ane month for each month in the program * The program was not entirely successful,
however. principally because it proved to be impossible to wrthhold funds from a lar trict ke Detroit which
has produced low'achievement scores but is well-represeijed potut:ca#ym#testate/lgga@t&re

3 \ \\

Tablgs 13-15 reveal what Iegtslattve directives required in the Connecticut, and
have been completed or ase in process. other objectives completed or in process that aré
laws, and future objectives interpreted by the agencies to be in keeping with the laws.

ichigan statutes
required in the

3 Table 16

. Status of tmptetnentatiort of Connecticut’s Public Act No. 665

Legislative Directives
- - Compteted orin Process v

Accountability Objectives . o

. Completed or in Process

- ‘Not Required inLegistation -~ -

>
-

<=~ future Objectives—

Developed a plan for the assess-
ment and evaluation of educational
programs -7

Prepared public results of assess-

ment program and an annual re-

port to Governor and legislators
containing evaluations and recom-

mendations for @l other educa-

hional programs ‘mandated by the
General Assembly, including the
assessment program .

Developed state goals

Conducted 3 assessments (read-
Ing, science, and second reading
assessmen -

En€ouraged districts to develop
comparable local assessment pro--

grams

Torefine state goals 7

ment on an an-
nual basis in several

To develop an assessment predic-
tion instrument to show per-
formance level expectations of dis-
tricts,. taking vadables into
consnderatiOn P

na "

“u

% Statt Resporise 10 the MEA/NEA Papel Report, A7 Assessmehr of the Michogan Acoountabﬂfty System(Lmsing

,” Education, April 30, 1974)929
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- Implementation of Florida's Revised Educational Accountability Act

- TYable 17

Statusof . -

{ >

2]

T 1
- Legislative Directives
Completed or in Process

Accountability Objectives
Completed or in Process

Not Required in Legislation

.

[ Established perfprmance objec-

Developed 'and  administering
statewide assessment program,

using criterion-referenced testing |
. ot

tives in reading, wnting, and math-
ematics for grades 2, 3,4,6,and9,
and in science for grades 6 and9

Prepared. and interpreted pubiic
reports of assessment results
]

Department of Education assisting
local .districts to prepare annual
public reports by grade and sub-
ject area for each school in the
district .
Changed to census testing of
grades 3 and 6 in 1974-75, as
. requested in amended law

bafing for census testing of
drades 3 through 6 by 1974-75, as

requestediniaw - ,
Repiicated a sampie NAEP assess- '
ment to compare state results with
national results

Developing  objectives  which
reflect {ermmal outcomes, as re- ]
quired in amended law; these are
in the form of general skills state- |
ments rather than specific objec-
tives ’

Developed state : :
oped Cost Analysis Manage-

L

-»

ment Information System and the

Supplementary Cost Analysis Pro- |

gram

| ports, such as reporting tesul

Future ij7n’ves
upon

ables for ¢
score results

categbrnes of sex, rage
~socioeconomic status, an
to other variables
. s

To prépare an anatysis and recom-
merdations”goncerning ,the costs
and_differential effectiveness of in-
“structional programs required by
law to be included in the arinual
pubiic report




Table 18

Status of lmplefnentation of Michigan’s Public Act No. 38

+

Legislative Directives
Completed orin Progess °

Acceuntabifity bjecti\;és
Completed or in Rrocess
Not Required in Leglslation

Developed state goals

Identified students in. need of
remegdial assistance and provided
mformatnon for allocation of state
fungs

Assessed two_grade tevels (4 &
7) anpually siffee 1970. Expansion

1o grade 1 took place in 1974: to

grade 101n 1975 (pilpts)

Introduced  objective-referenced

testing as a bettes way to deter- .

mine achievement and learning of
indwidual Ruplls and to obtan
more usetul results for planning
remedial assistance programs

Six-step aceountability model pro-
videsfor evaluation of programs,
infroduction of new programs,
changes in programs for improve-
ment

Evaluation "of several Department

of Education programs being con-

ducted that involve 1,100 projects
inmore than 500 Iocal districts

. Information 1s collected on staﬁ
schgol, and financrat resources
and used Wwith the information on

pup:l achtevement {o improve edu-

cahonal decision making

Perfo,rmance' objectives de%(opeo

In 8 subject area$; others bging
developed or being -refined: for
other grade levels

Dex’elopment of the s-step ac-

- countability model and a pilot pro-
‘gram to“implement the model In

Iocal districts and schools

Consultatl.ve services and work-
shops to provide techmcal assist-

anceto local districts in the area of -

evaluation - "

Future Objectives

Preparation of ‘erpretivé reports
of assessment resuits

Annual audit of the assessment
pQlicies and pFocedures con-

\ (ducted by advnsory groups in Mich-'

bgan

Anactive promotion plan for dis-
semination -and utihzation of as-
sessment resuits and the meaning
of accountability

In-service training funded by the

+ stateto help//ioca'l educators devel-

- Op assessment measures “

Training sessions in the use an

implementation of the six-step ac-
countability model in local districts
and schools planned for Elemen-
tary -and Secondary: School

" Prncipals Assaciations




_~. SECTION IV. SOME MAJOR|ISSUES -

Accountability is a very complex theory to put,into practice, therefore, Yt s not surprising that attempts to -

- . translate accountability into. workable procedures have been beset by nugérous difficulties. Some of these
_difficulties stem from the current “state of the art’” and are technical,-whjle others are less tangible, more
frustrating, afd generally politicat in nature. Some of the technicat, communicktive, and polmcalfproblems which
emerged during the course of the research for this report are described in thid section.”For those who arein the . . —

.~ . ' early stages of developing accountability and/or assessment programs, we fope this section will help in their
planning. For those who are further-along and have, encountered such probems we trast the review will be .
pamlessly refreshing. : : ’

¥
=

Educational Acc?unte_xbility:'A Confusion in Meaning -
Superiritendent \pf Publ&c. Jnstruction John Porter has defined educational hccountability for Michigan's
putposes as determpning how the educationalammunity, in cooperation with théstate’s citizens, cag improve
student learniig and performance.* Certainly accountability has this meaning, bu} we wotld add the necessity
- for the efficient use of Qubhc funds through attention to cost analysis and public repqting.
. i / -
“ The meaning of .tine term “educanor)él accountability” has become increasinglyfambiguous because of the
application of the word to a particular method for achieving the purpose of the corgept. Thus,.accountability
often 1s equated with PPBS, teacher ‘evaluation, performance-based school accredifation or, most commonly,
with educational assessment, all of which are different approaches for obtaining accouy table results. In addition,
accountability has taken on emotional overtones which strongly influence one’s accgptance orrejection ofa”
particular method ‘It “g’s bssential that educators, legislators, and citizens be informed\ that accountability 1s a
continuous Improverment process approached by many paths on a participatory or shared responsibikty basis on
the part of lay, legisiative, and educational persons. Each method utilized to achieve atcountability should be

differentiated from the concept ot accountabiiity and judged onits own ments. |
- . ' R ¢ . )

’

- Explanations of accountability and the complexities of evaluation and assessment $hould be reduced to
language that 1s understandable to people who do not have the technical background for the more sophisticated :

. terms used by many educatoss. In particuldr, this need applfes to local beards of educatipn and-the teachers,’
parents. and citizens out in the local districts. . L b ’

Accountability: Locus of Control 5
x - ) : .
The concept of accot ntability and all its applications are predicated on the assumption
groups will be able to make better educational decisions by drawing from the best information qvailable to them.
Given this premise, 1t 1s not unusual that accountability often has been analyzed, defended, aryd assailed in the,

- framework of control theory s

'/One basic issue appears to be state versus local control of the educahon offered our young)
~agtonomy and local authority for making decisions play e role in-the Amercap systempf education.” s
Traditionally the state has given its constitutional responsnbliig for educationto fhe iocal €§ucationggencies, but
with increased state financing and public pressure for accountability, there are those who betieve that stronger
state influence and guidancesis necessary to'ensure that the tax dolfar is being used productively. Bach:state's
citizens must work out for themselves what the local/ state’balance of control should be, but if- an acdountability
program 1s being introduced; 1t 1s imperative that local edutators, local citizens, and locat ‘phofessional -
organizations be mvolved in the design, implementation, and évatudtion of the programs. Without such
nvoivement, the chances of acceptance at the locat level will, be less certain, and the accountablity program
itself will have less change of success. 'Colorado's; accountability program is an example of a strong ¥fort 1o
mantain local autonomy and to promote understanding and acteptance of accountability at the focat level.==
. Although the Colorado approach will take tlm)e/to implement fully, the local district amd state d@ccouniability
programs will have a strong foundation ypgn which to bulld=accountability as a continuous improvément-
process. If no time constraints aré imposed, some states may want to follow the route Colorado has takgn to
obtain accountable resuits. - ~ : e - .

people. Local

- . o DT , s '
L .

. # ' “ . ’ , Y

Vs ‘ ‘

K

Y %The Observations #nd Conclusions of the Superintendent of Public instruction.” Part il of the Public’s Understanding of & Attitudes’
Toward Educational Accountability {Lansing, Dapartment ot Education; 1974) . ' s -~ 5
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One of the most cogimon prolilems with mandated state assessrrient or accountability programs artses from
the fact tnat, in many instances. the state education agency Is requested to implement the proggam within'a few
months afler Dassagé of the law. Either the ime constramtis specthcally stated i the lawtself (Florida) , or state
pudget aopropatons are granted that are o be expenzod in the fiscal year, which usually means within a few
mopthg of passage* (Mich.gan)  Flonda's first assessment had 10 be condu:cted in less than a year after the
Accountability Act was passec. The Michigan state agency staff wanted three years to plan a comprehensive
state assessmert programa instead, the first assessment was scheduled to be administered only five months
af*er tre funds were appropriated 1- //

" A few states de provide lead time to make preparations tor establishing a particular program Maryland is ope’.
of these states whose 1972 Accountability Act mandated the establishment of an accountability, progr\amt the
ibcal school tevel and up to the State. Board of Education lével Progress reports were not reque (by law
betore Jaruary of 1975 for trarsmission 1o the Governor and General Assembly Similarly, India p/Lef%ed alaw

. '

ola
T as
'n 1971 to develop a PPBS wrichis to be operational by 1977 Sufhicient tinfe 1s necessary to.déveiop a program

- and buid adequate support for it, particulgrly when citizen participation 15 stréssed €rwise, .CONGEssIonNs

have to be madge which may pe detrmental to the quaiity-of the program. Unfortunatély, many state legisiators,
Qiizerns. anc ever some state board ef education members expect and w immediate results Thus was
part.c.ary true in the late 1960s and ea#y 1970s when citizen and lsgislative pressures upon education
agencies ar d chools for accountable resuits were at a peak Now tha er issues such as collective bargamning
-angd schoel knances have moved e the forefront and, in the iight e realization, gained from expenencg% that,
accountability and assessment programs need time for planmupg. implementation, and evaluaton, perhaps new
iaws or programs will be less demanding from a time frarfhegoint of wiew” ' -

Problems with Wﬁm E . \

A major complaint both in Flonda and fMichigan ¢oncerns thg delivery, on time, of products from c_omrac{ed‘
firns Probabiy delays are more common with large and-comphcated programs such as those of Flonda and
Michigan @ue to therr very scope and size Connecticat. which conducted'a smaller program, did not report any
propiems with tneir contracted firms Nor are alf the delays necessarily the fault of the coniractor, last minute
changes in the pragrams by the state education agency can cause. delays for the processors For some~y the
Jelays. both Florida and Michigan surmised that the contratcted firm did nolalways assign enough staff at crucial
pants of the assessrent pregram, or the frm's project director was involvedin several programs at the same
tirte and delegated detans to arether person who was not famihar with the program Florida found that even
withholding payment untii deivery did not prevent the delays Totry to golve the problem, Florida’s latest
contract states’that the firrn wili e assessed a substantial amotint for each working day beyond the scheduled
deadine for mater ais ‘Rhode isiand has foifowed the same route, as noted I fis Request for Proposal for the
1975-76 state assessment program. ' ' :

o

\
\

|

-

a

Flonda and Pﬁich!gan also stress the :/mportance of personal contacts with the contracted frm on a penodic

bass. rather than depending upon correspondence and telephone cails The personal contacts are more

conducive to sausfaczory resufts , . .
T . /

Another probiem related to contracted firms with which Florida 1s faced, and which may well be the case for
other states, are stale laws requinng a state agency to accept the lowest qualifed bidder for a contract This has
meant that Flonda as contracted with a different firm almost every year of the assessment program Flonda
would prefer toedntract with the same firm for a three-year period to maintain continuity and to save a great deal
of staff trpleach year now taken up withgnstructions to the new firm regarding the program. Such a step would
special legisiative authorization inihestate . . :

-
S

munication and Dissemination .7

*

M'snr\nerpre‘tanon and adverse publicity concerning the resuits of an asséssment or aecountability program

', probably cannot be avoided entirely, but more “6Hective means must be’'sought to overcome the Jack of

anderstanding of accountability and assessment programs, on the part of educators, legislators, and the publc.’

-This is & commuriication problem that apparently 1s not gomng to be solved overnight. For instance, a Michigan- .-

survey of the understanidng of their six-step accountability model revealed that only four per cent of the general
public surveyed was aware of the modetby title, andonly 58 per.cent of the teachers in the survey knew of the
prdcess, yet Michigan has publi¢ized its program mare than most states.” Along with the printed word, Mrichigan

7 The Public's Understanding 51 & Attitudps Toward Educational Accountability, Part 1il, The Observations and Coriclusions of the .
Superintendent ot Public instruction (Lansing Department of Education, 1974) ,p. 116. ~ : Y .
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now 1$ making additional effdrts with face~tp-faqe4qeéqgs, filmstrips, and workshops to explain the program all

~  over the state ; ;

7 n the report, Beveloping Dissermnation -Procedures for State Educationat Accountability Programs.®
prepared by Michigan for the Cooperative Accountability Project, the problems and-failures of communication N
and drssemination are documented, and many practical’ suggestions are presented for improvement in this
difficult area One criticism expressed in'the report of-Michigan’s early approach to the news media stated that,
although roytine reports and releases were sent to the state level media, httie attempt was made to interpret for
the tocat medup what the results meant. an omission which ted to misinformation appearing in the local press. Ap = *

-

interpretation of the resuits I1s necessary for technical, professional, and lay audiences.’ . .
: : e I

” Other omissions are ponted out in the Michigan dissermnation steidy: Although the State Department of
Eﬁu'canqr?tooperated with.newsmen who wanted to write feature stories about the assessment, feature stories,
with in-d2pth explanations of the program were not supplied voluntarly by the Department to ttve media over t .
state Also. the market of other specialized media, such as union papers, church publications, | eague of Worpen

Voters materials, alumni magazines. Chamber of Confmerce bulletins, news organs- of industnial plants,
were not contacted and supplied with releases Video and audio tapes for use on local radio gr television shows

-Were not avalable Michigan now is attempting to strengthen its dissemination program with the'help of the ad .+ -
hoc committgee menticned earhier that Wwas established for the purpose of coordinating and pstituting ’

dissemination methods and improvements in communication

The Cooperative Accountability Project report emphasizes the fact that responsibility for a dissegnnation
progrdm lies with a state’s department of education It cannot be delegated to the press. Central coordination of -
a dissemination programeis necessary for a measure of success. Some of This ré§ppnsnblllty can »de]}Ggated to
the local districts. in the case of Flonga. district coordinators contact local media and citizehs concerning the

. . . ¢ + . .

rogram. — T B .
P gm o . .. i - 7]

Use of Results -

e ~ i

Tob often an assessment program is emgarked'upon fOY.p’QHIICN exigsficies, andnot enough,.minal.thbught;s
Y given to how the resuits might be constructively used. It is'atknowledged that spin-oft values have resultéd from. ;
assessment pregrams” Many more locai schools are giving greatér thoyght to their curricula and are working
through objgctives Assessment programs that test specific skills of pupils from a student outcome point of view
are having an effect=upon lo¢al school testing, but a great deal-mdre can be done witfi the results of an [
assessment program than generally 15 the ase Corgéctive action should be taken, needed chafges made, ",
educational aiternatives offered. and evaluations Conducted Frank Womegr, in another Coopeérative Ac-
countability Project 1eport prepared by him for Minnesota entitied. Developing A Large Scale Assessment .
Program.® has offered a considerable number of suggestions for the constructive use of assessment results as
well as methods fof communicating them " Coh ) B

. X .
* .~ In order to inctease the changes, of the results of a program 'bemg utilized. Womer. points oul théi_ three .
in-portant steps among‘otrés, arénecassary before the assessment.programis devised’ The gist-of these steps ,

cidn bestatedas follows, ~ ‘ T N ‘ . N ;
* ® Determine the major audience or audiences for which the program is designed , ' , =

' ®- Focus the assessment fr,dm the beginning on.speciic purposes and list specific objectives or goals of the
- . assessment prograrm that will relate to, the expressed needs of this audience. ) i

& Make clear to the major audiences Wiat the implication of the results of an assessment program i torbring ” }
about positive charge if they do,nbt"reach’expectatnq,ns at any point-Hf the results warrant the reallocation’
of tunds and staff, new and altérnativé programs. or the=distributidn of other resources, this actiorushould
take place or, at the lgast! the basre foundations for such ‘changes should be putlinto effect. The mere
publicapipn®of results'does not necessarily bring about change. Someone Must be responsible for géeing -
that cnangetakes piack. . v, T : R

. : - ./

-

in {egard ic the fust pont, it's nec_eésar) to deternyne mayor, specific audiences as the prime targel for the
assessment program and to make'Clear in the assessment reports that the program 1S drected to these
o ‘auagences in particular, this 18 beécause no one type of ap assessment program can ehtirely satisfy all audiences
S and Yroups who see the reports: Assessment results.in most states generally are distriputed to a vanety of .~ |
. ™ Ewin P Beltinghaus' and ‘Geraid R Miller, A Dissemisation System for State Accountability Progeams. Part I, Déveloping -
Dissammation Procedures for State Educational Accountability Programs (Lansing. Department of Education, June, 1973) )

:'_ Rrank B Womer, Developing a Large Scale Assessmen( Progrartt (Denver. Cooperative Accountability Project. 1974), pp-BV
t ) ’ v . ‘ y e 1. et b, N
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p"ersons——leguslators. statesaducation jéency déc’nsion makers, educational organizations of all types, teachers, oo
parents, students, and other fay organizations and groups. It s financially unfeasible and too time-consuming o L
devise an assessment that provides éach one of these audiences all the information they may wish to have from ..
thew own points of view As Womer states A ’ ‘

s A multi-purpose assessment program that is designed to'meet the needs far educationdl information 6f

.~ - persons at all levels of educational dectsion making run® the risk of not reglly providing the information oo
that 1s maximally useful for any one of them # R S

s .t

v - cen e s ce e e e e N J—

B

.

In‘regard 1o the second point, the purpos(xe of the assessment and its ob,;ectives‘shou}d be geared to the needs -
of the majdr audiences selected to recgive the results, and these needs should be limited to .the thost wital . -
educational needs at the time of the assessment. Womer suggests that examples of alternativerepartg, designed
m”dff;’rfnt ways, be prepared to illustfate what particular audiences can expect from an-assessmgnt. In this

mannef, anaudierice can choose which type of report will be the most useful to I, a program can be dévised, and
- 1ts codts determined. . : o M

~

)

‘

out, there is nQ poynt Im spendi housands of dollars and substantial staff time 1’ gathering dafa for information
purposes only . o \ Y S 5/

“/+ Inregard to the third point, :)fg commitment 1o make improvements whére necéssary 1s riot heeded or carried <t
t .
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State Agency Representatlves

" . otanleyA Leftwich, Asc'sfant Oommrssroner ' C
s . . State Pepartment of Education™ .

‘0 PO - 201 East Colfax Avenue .

R S - .+ " Denver:Colorado 80203 . ‘

. y 3 . L. I - . N N . "

. . ' . Kathryn DePew, Consultant . ‘
* o . *. -+ Distrct Planning and Accountabiity Services 4 . e
' IS 2 State Deparyment of Education J - o
: R * 201 East Colfax Avenue
. ' o Den\/er Colorado 80203

C K R \ o LeonardP Landry, Drrector' e

ST ~ District Planning.and Accountability Services .
) ‘State DeparTment of Education . Co
. C - 201 East Colfax Avenue ] n

o : o Denver, Colorado 80203 S '

- Dr Arthut R Oson Prolect Drrecto‘ .

-, I Cooperative Accountability Project LA B ¢ o
R .o . 1362 Lincoln Avenue C - ' r
t « . . Denvér, Colarada 80203 ) ‘ -

. .
Y . v o

" LEGISLATION ’ - | ' ¥ Do :
v, ? “
/@22 Artcie 7, Co orado’Revised S!atutes 1973 Educat/ona/ Accoun!ab///ty Actof 197 1. Denver Colorado
Genetal As%mby 1971 R . : . . .-
- ‘, o ! A .

: ‘Ih.s taw 1s Colorado s* comp,rehensrve accounta»brlﬂy act enaoted n 1971 which requested goals and

pertormance objectives at the state and local district leveld, and & means for evaluatrng the achievernents of ,
ed\rqanonal programs and theu ,mpact upon student learnmg , ,

e - v

Trr/e &, Article 44, Part 2 Co/orado Rewsed Srafures 1973 Fmancza/ Po//C/es and Pnocedures Act Denver.
ColoradoGanerai As’g%mbly, 1973 . o oo o ot
Thrs Act repealed the Program Plannrng Budganng and Evaluatron System law ok,1971. The bill calls for &
program oriented quget fOrmat whuch will relate anticipated-costs and actual ¢osts to designated programs It
s to be tmplemented by 1976.. v .

’ [ - L

.

- 8

| Rules, Educar/ona/Accountabr//tyAct of 197 I“Uen\/er Departmentof Educalron 1975

Tne Educatronal Accountabiiity Ac1 of 1974 mandated that the State ‘Board of Education adopt rules and

. regulatlons to carry dut the directives in the Act. This sel of revised RulesWas adopted by the State Boardin July,
1975, and it reflects how the Jaw will be implemented.as mterpreted by, the.State Board of Education, the State
ACCOUHIabIh[)( Advrsory Commmee andthe Colorachepa.rtment of Edueation. T e

,
- . -

EDUCATIONALGOALS o T

4 o

Educatropa%ﬁals for Colorad6 Citizens, Denver: Departmentof EdL/catnon Feb?uary 1971,‘

P} f »

v Thas"brochure containg*learner outcome educanonaf Qoals and/broad pbjectnves (subgoals)’ adopted by the
i Caloradd State Board of Education i February. 1@71 ) I

¢ ! . . . ," '
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Third Annual Pebon on the Educagional Accountabiity Act of 1971 Denver- Department of Educanoh
_ Feoruary. 1974, ] R ) . B ; . . — e T
Ths 1s the th:rd report provided by the State Board of Education for the State Legslature rega:dmg
impiementation ¢¢ the Accoumab»hty Act of 1971 it covers the periog fram July, 1972, through June, 1973.
Resporfses trom the Qistricts to open-ended quéstions include means of measurement for gathernng data; locat
drstrict feports.to therr dmmunities. cost ethciency. educational decisions which would affect the quality of
: +Astructronal programs, fand difficuities encountered ang forms of assistance reported as
overcoming the difffculti#s Tables show the progress of the local districts in Congducting needs a
ther purposes, update als and their publicatjon; procedures for developrﬁéntotstudent and stg#f objectiVés
. -and the percentage of Fehool! districts involved in this step; extent ot change in program ch teristics and
_degree ofasslszance eved by the districts from the Departmentof Ecucatron and other sources. . - ‘ ot

. * Background and impiemeniatior Procecures forEducarzona'Agcountab///ty n Colorado Denver Denartmem ot
Education, Augusl 10. 1912 .

\n

- s

Trs paper presents a discussior: of the meanmg e accountability in the Cororado Accountabngy Act of 1971
,argarevewo’ accountability progress in the state Proplems and issues re!dfing to the roie oY the State Board of .
Educatior .~ mpiementing the Act are cescribed. and suggested solutions are provided. .-
. . * - [N . -
. , . 3 R
.. DePew. Kaf"‘vrgd ‘Accountapiiity: Achievemen: and Goals.”™ Education Colorado. Vol 1X, No 8 Denver'
Department ot Baucation. Aprd 2. 1974 , - : ' :

*

. ) ?
The Charmar of the State’ Accountabriity Agwsory Committee explains how the Accountabifity Act is being .

- 'mplemented, the policies of tge State Accountability Advisory Committee. the methods beingused to ‘establish
accountabiiity programs in tocal districts. and the accomphishments and results that have come about Sorne
. ob;ectrves thatw.il be putffto o tion mn thqfu.ure also are drscussed .

DePew Kath'yn Artcle (untitled) to aopear in the Colorado School Board Bultetin Depver Deparfrnento(
Educaton Novef“ber 1974 : . . . ) .o . -

The ob;ect:ves of the .State Accountability Advisory Commuttee for the operation and establishment of iccal
distnieraccountability programs are summarizéd A proegress repert of the accompi'shments of the current year
and what s planned for 1974-75 are describéd
- t l - ~ -
- Fourth Annua"Redori on the Educatlonai AuCOJﬂabiI’/!y Act of 1971 Denver ‘Department of Educanon .
Februagy. 1975. . \ : - -

Y

- - Tne report 137an abstract of the information provided by the local school districts to the State Board of Educa*:on
on their activivies frem July 1, 1973 through,June 30, 1974. The progress of the local districts and ther concerns
L . are documented, as wefl as recommendations for fuﬂher Departmenx‘ of E ducation asssiance to the dxstncts mo,

the development of therr abcountaorhty programs. . . . - A

Suop/ement Io the Abstracr %Mhe Foutth Annual Report on the Educatzonal Accoumabm!y Law of 1971,  * *.
- Denver Depar.mert of Educatign, 1975 . . . - . ] ‘ .

2.
iled information on the progress
hty programs Tabulations and _

Th»s is the second pertion of thJFourth Annual Report which contains more
agd concerns of the local scho mstncts in the deveiopmem of their accoun

Y bas graphs are inciuded. - } .. R
ASSESSMENTA—NDEVALUATIONh (., . X o R
. * .\ M - .
Procedurefm EvaluanoMmm theAccounlabmry Process. Denver Departmem ofEducataoh August 1974

s -~ 0“ .
- \The Accomtabm!y Act of 1971 darects ‘that an evgna{tOn mechamsm be developed Yb measure the' '
\ achievementts and pertormancé of studghts. The design of the evaluation procedure was completed bythe ., 7
Colorado ‘Depactmem ot Education and the State A&;oumabmty Adusory Commuitee ang was presented for. * .
o State Board’ approvalun May., 1974 “This ¢ paper Presents the prapaeufe.‘,wmch suggésts steps‘that the-local - -+
dstricts m?ghugaketnn developing a procedure for egﬂuauon'bm aliows Thre-Jocat districts to develop'xhe actual .
+design 10r thewr evaluation pfocedures. - x" . S

ey .
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SCHOOL ACCREDITATION

e

- A School Improvement Process. Accred_:taﬁon by Co;vtract beh\;ef’ Depéitmeﬁt of Educétlon; June, 1971
Trus publication presents an overview-of the concept of accreditation by contract as proposed by the Colorado
Department_of Education” it explains what is mvolved in comprehensive educational planning and contract
accreditation and identifies the procedures necessary for the local districts to implementdn order to achieve state
accreditation by contract ) / . .

[4

-Accreditation of Colorado School Districts Denver. Deglartment of Education. January. 1975.

a ®

_Trss Bubhcation gontans the ruies and regulano‘ for the accreditation of schoal districts by the Colorado
Department of Education. The rules and seguanons cover two accreditation programs: (1) stdndard
accreditation, and (2) accreditation by contract 4t focuses upon the total school'system, kindergarter through
_the twelfth grade , - - ) y
v ~

’ . . Toe v
FINANCIAL REPORTING MANUALS ) ) _ .

g - e -

" Financial Pdlrcies angl Procedures Handbook Denyer Department of Education, January. 1976
THis handbook was developed in compliance with the Financial Policies and Procedures Act of 1973. it will be
used as the officia guide tér Coloradd pubhc school districts prior to and following the development and

-~ smplementation_ot. a-financial accotinting system. Budgeting and reporting requirements-are- shown n the | -
handbook. TheJinancial pokcies and procedureswill be a subsystem of a total management information system
that incorporates 'pbudgeting and accoummg"data' with pupil accounting, staftaccounting, cufriculum instruction,

. property accounting. and gommunity profiles : : g

-
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Connecticut References -~ .

L .- State AgencyRepresentatrve U

. . Dr George Krnkade t , ) P
Director of Assessment ) . .
State Qepadtment of Education - . " ot

State Office Bullding . ~ ) . . .
. Hartford, Connecticut 06106 - 4 . R T oot

LEGISLATION e e T :
% Pub/rcAct No 665, 1971-(Tiste 'éo Conn Gert Statutes, S 4) Hartford Cornecticut State ﬁegtslature “ '

This Act mandates the State Board of Education to develop an evaluation and assessment procedure tor
i 'measurmg objectively the adequaCy and efficlency of the educatrona] programs # Connecncut!s pubhc schogis. s

‘ . >
. . .. ).

I ASSESSMENTAND EVALUATION ’ . ( T

- ’

ConnecncutRe aing Assessment 1971 72 Ha;jtord State Board ot Educatron no date S
]

5 “This repor't summartzes the assessinent of reading perform@qce of a’sampling of o, 13- and 17—year olds in the
+  Connecticut public schools in"1972 Comparrsons are made with National Assessmen; of Educational Process in -
the ndrthegst. by sex, and by size of communrg NAEP testinstruments were used and adapted to Connecticut -

g}

ST sBectives Fauf performaace objectives in reading were tested P . _ , "
. ¢ ‘ 1
Report on the Assessment of F?eadrr;g Skills of Cmnx!rduNublrc Schoot §‘tudents -Phrladelphra Institute tor the . . .
Stugy of tnqurrnng Systems, nodate . e et

_: [ . .

.- Thmss étechmca& detaded-(epert prepaiedby the c%mracto; of-thé:

imistration of tests and admmrstrator s
instructions; data anajysos methods

with NAEP andzeghal (northeast) -
- . = R /

‘- ) ’ e ( 1, . 9 .
Evaluatrons d Reports As Mandated by the.Generat% mp‘ly. Harttqrd: Department ot Educ‘atron, Febryary,
7 5 ) ‘//5_,*,7———‘—"'_’*—9 - . © oL -

- v .- v ' \ @ . e
- » L DR e
A orogram evaluatm 15 presenteg n response e'to the requrrements of the Connecttcut Genera/ Statutes. The
requrrements of each statute are noted--and the major program evatuatrons conjain the objectrv&e of the

ram, distribution of funds, need for .the prograrm, pertormance rndrcators rmpact of the program and

instruments-to measure them., pretesting, samphng procedure used a

- instructions, cd'ptes ot.maiings to superrntendent’s and principals mvoivi

resuits. The results include the test ltems.usedand compansdns ma
resulthpy sex, and by size of cdmmumty ~ *-. R

ndations._ ‘ : _ o ‘ >
* - . . [ . e ‘ .~ ¢ Pl e X .
EDUCATIONAL GOALS ’ M RS e - S \
.- - ,i - L4 R R ._
Crtrzen SurveyForms Hartford Department ct Educatton 1972 S e v : e
- D) . .-:‘ - . ..
These are copres ot cttrzen durvey torms short and long for obtanrung citizen optnrons oft proposed. tentatrve M * 2
goats ¢ LT X .- R
- . ' : :' “
Connectrcut Citizens Rxponse to Fdwafromt Goals IWMW Hanterd“ State Board ot RSN
Educattor\ no date ERIGED 078 045. -~ : IS
S S

‘ Thrs isa summary feport, for. public consymption, ot the smo determine public response to’ poesrbtc .

) goals otConnectrr:ut edyucation, carried eut in con ‘and simuftanequsly with the C‘onnectrgut Reading- . .
Assessmenten 1972. Thereare x main.goals and 8 subgoats A brief desct‘rptron of thebrocedureusedandan RS
anatysasottheresponses.are Gd o LR .

. , . i . ~!' L . g 4

s O . S ‘8_& S e o e S w:._*___
.2 . . . 76 * ) Y -' - , - . ‘.. ’ . : ,’*
i . . L Lt h e T L aTe T I
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.o ’ Connecticut Cttizens Responsé to Educational Goais, 197 1-72 ‘Philadelphia- Institute for the Study of Inquiring
i Systems {1S1S) , no date ERICED 078 045- - L B} o

This 1s a detailed seport of the SIL'de conducted in 1972 to determine-public Yesponse-to suggested educational
goais and subgoals. Prepared by ISIS, the repor contains thé background of the study; development of citizen
rexonse nstauments: distribution of mstru‘r"nen}s and charactenstics of respondents; méthods of arfalysis; and
reSUlts in or@gr of i/mpottance. The $ix principg! goais havg been accepted by the State Board as working goals

and are learner gdtcome goass.

.

,- ' ?

AN Connecticut Citizens Cominents on Educanérjal Goats, 1971-72 Philadelphia- Institute for the Study of Inquinng
" Systems. no date ERICED 081804. " : N - .

- " Another section of the SIS goais study for Connecticut n'which its citizens were invited to express their opinions
abou! the educational process of the stat€’ Thisreport presents an analysis of therr comments s

" PPBS/{PROGRAM PLANNING & BUDGETING SYSTEM) . o

O - tking Paper for Evaluation Reporting Hartford Department of Education, October. 1973 Out of print
Connecticut has instituted a PPBS for budget reporting to the General Assembly and for evaluating all state
department progtcams The six main pupil-oriented goals hsted have been accepted as working gaals by the
State Board of Education and as the basis for the devetopment of detalled objectives for the units of the
Department PPBS goals have been adopted that describe m general terms the responsibilities of the
Department and its program's which will contnbute to student achievement of the pupi-oriented goals
Departmental goals, with agcompanying program ob;gactwes.'are presentéd 1n one section of the report; another

__-sectiop presents departmental programs with objectives and?]dopators ] . - ‘

R Preniminary Goals Statement.‘Hartford Department of Educatian, June, 1974. |, - .. <

. - / g -

/

This statement presents the goals of the State Department-of Education for impg

ng education and discusses ~

e ' - - - - - - - % - . - - L T—— - -
what needs {0 be done 10 ajfaurthem. . T See s e
\ * . - * " .
Mission for 1874-75 HMayftord. Department of Education. July:23. 1974 ) S .
- - t - M 7 -
This gocument indicates the tasks and actvities of all Department of Educafion administratots which will - _
contribute 1o the attAinment of five Department of. Educationgoals - .o
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. -~ Florida References

: o State Agency Representatives

Ms. Judy L Haynes

. T S / Assessment Coordimator ,
‘ State Departmenf of Education .
, , © + - Tallahassee, Florda 32304 .
LEGISLATION - - ’

" Title 15, Flonida Statutes Anngtated, S 230 23, 1970 Tallahassee' Florida State Legislature, 1970.

This bill authorizes the Commyssioner of Education 1o develop evaluation procedures for a state assgssment .
program.and 1o make a preliminary report to the State Board of Education and the House and Senate Education i
" Committees by October 1, 1970 _ ‘ . - : ’

Title 15. Florida Statutes Annotated. S 229 57, 2974 Tallahassee Flonda State Legislature, 1974,
This bill amends the Educational Accountability "Act of 1971. The amendments indicate ‘that testing of all
students in grades 3 through 6 is to take place by 1976. No other subject areas are to be tested until the "
dssessment of grades 3 through 6 has been completed Statewide results are to be compared to national

" indicators of student perforrpance. An interpretation of the results for each schoot 1s to begreportedin the annual -
report of school progress. ' ’ g

-

EDUCATIONAL GOALS : ‘ (\ , ‘

Goals forEducar:onlﬂfto{:da Tallahassee Departmentof.Eédcétxon. 197 1 ERIC ED 055 048. o

- ”

- . Ths article presents learner outcome .and orééhszaaonal—goals of the Départmen%~of Education which-werg - --- ---—
adoptkd by the State Boayd of Educatipn in April, 1971. :

ASSESSMENT ANDEVALUATION ~ SO

’ .
- . ."Pla'n fhgrEducar:onélAstessmentIn Florda Final Report. Tallahassee: Departrrient of Education, 1971

This 6|a'n for educatiohal assessr%en!_and accountability in Flonda was submitted to the Siate Board of ®
., .Education andthe Legistature in March, 1971, by fhe Commussioner ef Education, as mandated by legislation. if

. describes ‘three phases pf the model: produtt asgessment; cost analysis, and process assgssmeni. Norm- " ¢
referenced apd criterion-referenced tests are defined. The assessment plar, which 1s part ofea targerplan for
* . evaluation ‘of ‘the edu‘catgbnal system, 1s summarized, and procedures_aret described 4qr developing goals,
" performance objectives, and objectivebreferenced tests The report contains a full explanation of muitiple, matfx
sampling to beqséd in the assessment of reading in 1971, It includes test adminstration procedutes, how rgsults

wifl be reported, andthe audience to whom theresults will be directed * .. : .o

’ . . B . N [4 .. <

-

. . ) L J P .
Initial Report on Statewide Assessmgnf. TaKahassee: Department of Education, January, 15_72. . “

-Thiswis 3 »narrative summary of the background and various’ actwities of the Florida ‘Statewide -Assessment Ty
’ Program. Informatiqn 1s given op-prejesting of assessment procedures, test development; analysrs &f redding .
instruments, dissemination of «nformation about the asséssment; arid manddement .and plapning a®bects.
.Several attachments are included, among which are a discgssion of how results will be reported and a list of! ) a
_‘1,,97 1-72 hugh prierity objectives for reading n Florida for students ages 7and 9. I A \_* .

’ Ny ’

v . Flonda Stdtewide Assessment Program —Capsule Report, 1971-72, Tallahassee: Department of Education.
. ‘. -, . i . . *r -

\ ' 7
» performance on the assessment of reading, T i . .
, R . ~. L R ‘\ o JR . . Ay \

st This s & suhm'ari-fepo'ﬁ of the 197172 key _f'E?Suits and \ne&ormner:sda:tons.o'f the-. fourth grade sfpdent .
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Florida Statewide Assessment Program — Technical Report, Section 1, Introduction, ﬁ’rocedures, and Program-
" ."Recommendations, 197 1-7Z; Tattahassee: Department of Educatron.- -~ I

The report of the Flonida Statewide Assessment Program performed in the 197 1-72 school year fer fourth grade
reading 1s published in four-sections. This is the first section which gives the background information of the
! © program, the design of the program, and the responsibilities of those involved in the assessmertt activities. One
chapter presents the procedures used in the assessment, specifying the selection of statewide objectives,
. testing population, selection of a random sample, test development, test contents, test validation, test format,
adminstration of tests, test scoring, and recommen}atlons on the program operation for impravement of the
procedures for fliture assessments. ’ - )

- Flérida Statewide Assessment Program — Technical Report, Sectien 2 Statistical Information, 1971-72.
Tallahassee. Department of Education. ' ) ‘ K

The second section of the Florida Statewide Assessment Program is a technical report which describes the item-
sampling and student sampling procedures used (multiple matrix sampling) ; problems with scoring and how
they were resolved: how results were reported and the types of tables used; an explanation of 'standard error; .
. and how district scores should be compared with state scores. Appefidixes contain lists of reading objectives for
_age,7 (grade 2) and for age 9 (grade 4) . statistical formulas used for standard error and for weighted cust{c(tf
percentage of achievement; and tables showing 68 % confidence intervals for each objective for the districts an !

the sﬁieg; N
. Flonda Statewide Assessment Program — Technical Report, Section 3, Statewide Results and Recommenda-"
tions, 1971-72 Tallahassee: Department of Education. U . -

-

The third section of the Flonda Statewide Assessrhent Program explains the classification of the objectives in
" order to present the results in a meaningful way, defines each classification; and includes a samplg item with”

each classification The results are presented tor grade 2 and grade 4,along with interpretations prepared by the

state reading consultant. o .

" Florida Statewide -Assessment. Program — Téchrijcal Report, Séction 4, District Interpretations,” Chartotte ~ =~~~
County, 197 1-72. Tallahassee: Department of Education. . < o

-

, Dlsmct-mtérpretataons were prepared for _éach school district in Florida 40[ the results of the Flgnda Statewide
Assessment Program. This fourth séction is an example of a district report for Charlotté County which helps the .
district analyze the performance of therr second and fourth grade students. Tables of results, interpretations, and  «

A

recémmendations for improvement of student achievernent are provided. :

< - Flonda Statewide AmsﬁémPcog;qm, 797:3—7q CapsuleReport. Tallahassee: «Debartmedi;of Education,'197tf" T\: ‘

o

+© Tris report summanzesgthe key results and-recommendations of the state’s performance in the 1972-73 .
. Statewrde Assessment Program for grades ,3-6, and 9 in reading, wnting, and méthé'r_natlcs ‘Objective- .
referenced.instruments were used. A verbal summary'is gyen of the results in this report. The basic re{)ortirslg‘ .
format utihized 15 the percentage of students in the sfate’ and'éach district who achieved each objective. The ,
" . percentages are given in separate sections of the Technical Report, annotated below. ' . )
> Florida Statewide; Assessmént Program, 1972-73 Teghnical Beport, Section 1, "Assessm_ent Procedureg. - |
L Tallahassee: Department of Education, 1974, - : S .. :f - ’ : '
*. " This repbrt contains the procedures used in Florida's Statewide Assessment Program conducted in 1972-73 for -
' grades .3, 6, and 9 in reading, writing,' and mathematics. These include choice of design; ceniracting; oo
_ - development, selection, and evaluation of objectives; test dévelopment, contents, format, and test adminrstra-

~ hen:validity and tgliability of the tests; testing population; and sampling. . ™5 o,
] l.\lwf; . . . e . . . . - s . . !
.~ " . Florida Statpwide' Assessment Program, 1972-73 Technical Report, Section 2, Priority Skills and Statewide. . . -
. . Besults; Volq(né B — Grade 6. Tallahassee: Departrhent of Education, 1974." . , .
~ ’ - - ° . .

» The results-of objective-réferenced {esting ot appréx'i(natel} 19,500, students in grade's in Maich, 1973, are -
. reported in terms of the percentage df students in each-tistrict in the state who achieved each objective. Priority

s -quectives'_fq 'grade.ﬁ{ (age. 11) for reading, ,'vgiting. and mathematics ate provided in.the Agpendn’x.. An’ . e
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Flonida Statewide Assessment Program 1972-73 Technical Report, Section 2, Prionty Sk//ls and Statewide
" Resuits, Vo/umeC Grade9 Tallahassee Department of Education, 1974 -
- &
The results of objectlve -referenced testing of approximately 14, 500 students in grade 9 in February 1973, are
reported in terms of the percentage of stdents in each district and in the state who achieved each objective. °
Prionty objectives for grade 9 (age.14) for reading, writing, and mathematics are provided in‘the Appendrx Amr-
Interpretation of results 1s included. )
————  Figrda Sratewrde Assessment Program 1973-74 Technical Report, Section 2, Prrorrry Sl(ills Volume A Grade - L #
3. Reading, Writing, and Mathematics. Tallahassee: Department of Education, 1975. - #

t

This report presents mformatton -about the kinds’ of skills assessed and the types of test stems ysed for the .
objective-referenced testing of grade 3 10 February, 1974 A short background of the assessment program and -
the procedures used in the*1973-74_assessment are provided Prionty objectives for readrng) writing, -and
mathematics for grade 3 appear in the Appendrx

3 Fiorida Statewide Assessment Program., 1973 74 Technical Reporr Secr/on 2, Prionty Sk///s Volume B: Grade .
6. Reading, Wniting, Mathematics, andScrence Tallahassee' Department of Education, 1975. h t-.

. Ttus report presents information about the ‘kinds of skillsfassessed and the types of test itens used for the -«

- objective-referenced testing of grade 6 in February, 1974. A short background} of the assessment programand -
the procedures used in the 1973-74 assessment are included. Priority objectives for readmg. wntihg,
mathematics, and science tor grade-6 appear in the Appendrx . L —

-

Florida Statewide Assessment Program 1973-74 Technical Report, Sectron 2, Priorty Skills, Velume C Grade

9. Reading, Wr/r/ng Ma?hemarrcs and»Scrence Tallahassee Departmentof Educatron 1975

This report presems tﬁfermatlon about the kmds of skills asgessed and the, types ot test items used fqr the *
objective-referenced testing of grade 9 in February, 1974. A short background of the assessment program and
theprocedures tsed in the 1973-74 assessment are gwen Pnonty objectrves in readmg writing, mathematics,
ar‘.crence for grade 9 are lncluded n the Appendlx & ) ) . : ’

= . Flonda SratewrderAssessmenr Rrogram, 1973-74 Technical Report; Section 3, Statewide Results, Volume A .
Grade 3, Reading, Writing, and Mathematics. Tallahassee Department of Educatron 1975
1 .
Thrs report analyzes the performance for the state as a whole in each subject area and interprets the results of
the February,/1974, assessment of grade 3. A Short background of, the assessment*program and 1973-74
.. prdcedures are included. Sdme compdrnisons are made with 1972-73 achrévement results. Prrorrty obje'ctrves n
. readlng, writing, and mathematlcs for grade 3 are providet in the Appéndix. . ,
' PR N W
Florrda Srarewrde Assessment Program 1973— 74. Techn;ca/ Report, Sectron 3 Statewide Flésults Volume B‘
Grade 6, Rtie?ﬁﬁg?Wfrrng Marhematrcs andScrence Tallahassee Department of Education, 1975 .
— v ] - \
Thts report Analyzes tbe performance for the state as a whole in each subjett area and mT'P’prets the results of
the February, 1974, assessment of grade 6. A short background of the-assessment programt and the 1973-74 ¥
procedures are included. Some comparisons ,wrth 1972-73 results are provided. Priority ‘objectives In reading,’
writing, mathematrCs and scrence are given in thp Appendlx- . v

» . . 2
] &

-

-

Flonda Statewide Assessment, Prbgram, 1,973-74 Téchnical Fleport Section 3, Statewrde ‘Resuilts, Volume C! X
Grade9 ‘AReading, Writing, Mathematrcs, andScrence Tallahassee: Department of Education, 1975 - : v Y

Thls.report analyzes the performanbe for the state as a whole in each SUbjeCt area and interprets the results of
, the Fqbrhary, 1974, assessment of ‘grade, 9. Some comparisons with 1972-73 results are provided. A.shost
background of the assessment program and the 1973-74 procedures are ifcluded. Pruonty ob;ectlves in readmg

t

Awnting, mathematrcs, andscrer)ceare giyen mthe Appendrx . S L

Rloriga Statewide Assessmenr Program Guide " to Drsrncr and Schoo/ 'Assessmmt Results r ga-?q:
T llahassee Departmentbeducatuon 1975 ; . .-

’
’

.

describes-the lnforrnatron provided'in tbe tables of results for each distrigt and school i the, tatef "
6 and~9 th partlcrpated the stalewide assessment program mreadrng, writing, mathem tics, ¢« -
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and science during 1973-74 An overview of the 1973-74 assessment program and a brief summary of technical

_ information needed to understand the tables of results are inCluded. Approximately 12,000 $tudents were

- -selected for testing - 2 S - »

. Haynes, Judy L. and Crane Walker. Operating An Objective-Reference Testing Program. Florida’s Approach t

. Large-Scale Assessment. Tallahassee' Departngent of Education, 1974. - o K

. This informative report is a publication prepared for the Cooperative Accountability Project by Florida, one of the
member states of the Project. The focus 1s on objective-referenced testing, and the paperdescribes some of the.
develppmental, procedures Florida has implemented in the last three years.Included are subjects that take up
procedures for establishing goals and objectives, contracting, training of persons involved in administering the
assessment, and procedures for admimistration and scoring. An appendix containing technical specifications for
objectives, test items, assessment exercises, test construction constraints, and field test specifications is -
“ncluded. Several helpful suggestions on the developmgnt of assessment programs are pointed-out.

#

Kelly, Jack 'Assessment Moves to Census.Testing.” Répr’snted from Florida Schools, Octbbgr, 1974.

This a\rt'xcie discusses the changé from safple tesiggg to census testing in the Florrda Statewide Assessment
Program, as mandated by the 1974 State Legs atdre In the amended Accountability Act of 1971 The

imphcations of census testing in terms of reportjng the results 1s discussed, and a replicatipn of the NAEP in -

reading and mathematics, which Flonda s rurining for 9-, 13-; and 17-year-olds 1s described. The amended Act
aisé requires a gomparnison of state performance with national performance, and the NAEP replication complies
with this request. i C . o
) ACCOU.NTAQ!LITY SYSTEMS; MODELS ~ -
’ . i , .
Articles on Educational Accountabity In Universal English. Revised ed Tallahassee: Departmient of Educ’:&non,
February, 1973 ) - : t

A . A

©y - - . — '
This booklet, writ in lay terms, highhghts the several~appmzm/h<as,Flortda 1s taking to carry out its
actountability plan] I includes ‘activities of the.Department of Education and the logal districts, with major

[ -

school districts. Other articles are concerned with technigues to further accountability that presently are being

RO ' devélobed’ by the Florida Educational Research and Development Program, administered by the Department.gf
‘ ; Education” - w y .

LN . . ]

> STATE BOARD, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION POLICIES L
; > .

s,

S’ . - L. 4 . ' B )
Fhe Role of State Government in Education. Tallahassee: Department of Education. (Policy paper approved by
, .. "Administrative Coungit gn May 8, 1972 )

i

administrative responsitility at the state level, and activities supporting -accountabihity carned-out by the tocal, - -

iohs A6r public education; inhetent expectations and

", This'paper ‘cites Constitutional and .statutory pro
e role in education. This 1S the first in a tnlogy of

. gonstraints, and Iists nine state -responsibilities of the st
“ Department of Education policy papers.

v T . . .
. ! ‘ . -

.+ Education Be'rgeu)al." fheFlorldagtré!egy. TalrShassee: Department of Education, May 8, 1972.

The sgcond policy'paper of the Department of Educan{d_'n i concerned with the Floriga gtrategy of educational
.. «renewal, which includes all activities directed toward identifying, devetoping and Installing new procedures or
.+ ¢ practices in educational institutons. The strategy 1s based on three basic elements of identifying clear goals ahd

objectives, assessment pnd analysis, ard ldentifocan(m of _addgtlonal‘ ways_ to achieve the objectives, or
S ‘ alternative educational practices. Each pf the three elements is'discussed in detail. ", S T o

-
3

4

o . » [ SRS,

. ofBducation, May.8, 1972 " :

.+ ] The third policy ﬁaper- of the triLogy,isshéd \by the Department of Education discusses. Department dnternal |

i _ planning and evaluatior procesges and griteria, to tonsider as'basrc guidelines in-planning and pvaluating

programs. ., - .~ JREN S , Cl

v N .
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: . ' . » o « .7 . : —
Guidgiines for Witernal Planming.and Evaluation in the Flcinda Departmeént of Education. Taltahagsee: Departrignt
R EEEN 5 . . - ,‘\ . ' el '
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COSTEFFECTIVENESS COSTANALYSIS t; * .

’Cost Analysis Management Information System (CAMIS) Copynght 1972, Tallahassee: Department of
Education ' .

-

Ex-plalns a new accowmng system for Florida’s public §chool distrits called the Cost Analysis Management
Information System (CAMIS) . Explains the need and development of CAMIS and s dimensions and provides
gwdanceln the implementation of CAMIS S Lo o ¢

-
T

- A'Manual . Financial and Program Cost Accounl/ngandHeportlng forFlorJda Schools Repnnt#1 Tallahassee
Department of Educatlon Mairch, 1975.
- This manual 1s a revision of the Cost Analysis Managemenl Information Systemn (CAMIS) ‘manual 1ssued td
Florida school districts in 1972% The revisions foltowed a number of deyelopments regarding the use of the 1972,
manua! which necessitated modifications to the system and a plan for uniform minimum implementation in aIl

districts by 1975-76 . . \ |

K ‘e Y

PEBFORMANCE OBJECTIVES, DEVELOPMENT OF :

N ~

'

Healy, Johrd and others Classifying Performance Objectives. Tallahassee De,partment of Educatlon . * Cor

[} ‘ *
This report Qemonstrates how to construct and classify performance objectlves wul;) examples The five pnmary
categonzatlons are motor skills, ver'nahnformauon intelléctual skulis :cogmtlve strategtes and attltudes

'SAMPLING PROCEDURES ~ * : ' -

- 2’ T - .
} ‘e
Samplmg Procedure Preliminary Test of Readlng Related Skllls 1971 <72 Tallahassee Department of
Educatién, no date : ST

] . - . v -

ThlS Isan explanatlon of the sampling procedures to follow i selecting: students fo. take a preltrnlgafy test of "
selected reading skills, 197 1-72. This.explanation is-diwected o the school principat, sohooloomimateﬁ of other -

deslgnated persopnel who areto choose the sample vne week prior to assessment . .,
4 4 , * -~
“ / - ' U'f .
~ ‘e L ° , < i .
. . k 3 . . “
, . k4
| / \ ' b
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- L M;chlgan References : R

State Agency Representatlves . Y
“Mr. Robert J. Huyser, Supervisor * 2 ' . S
-, - ' Research, EValuation, ang Assessment Sérvices * .
. o . ' State Depar‘tment of Educatron - ..
: ‘. . . Y Box420 | T T . ot ‘
. o \a& L’ansmg, M‘tchrgaﬁ 28902 @ . .o - ’ .
u . Dr. Th H Fisher, Goordinator of Drssemmatldn , ~ o PR
I ' Research, Evaluation, and Assessment Services N ‘ . CL
- L . - State Departntent of Education — ! :
- Iz . v \ Box 420 A ~‘ ’ V- ! , . .
. ‘ > ~ Lansing, Michigan 48902 R (
LEGISL“ATION L : ' AN o

Pub//c Act No. 30 : @69 (S: 14 of fiscalt bill) Lansing. Mrohtgan State Legtslathre August 2 1968.

intiated by the State Department ot Educatién, this Act authorizes the Department’ of Education‘to develop )
state assessment program that ob;ectlvely measures pupii learnmg outcomes ih basic skrils I

PubhcAct No 38, 19‘7a (Vol 18 Mrch CL A S 388 1081- 1086) Lansmg MrchtganStﬁfeQ slature, 1970.

Thrs Actis a more comprehenswe law mandatrng the state’ assessment program, with several accountabmty -

approaches ' . P . ) s .
. ' . . ‘ .. ' \ - .
. EDUCATIONAL GOALS ) - . F -
¢ . ' > ° . . Lt
“The Common Goals' oercmgan Educatron Lansing: Department of Edueation; September 1971+ YLl T
B Lo E ’ w > - v ° . < -
/ Thts article. provrdes;ntormatron on the development of educatlonal gaals for Michigan and presents the learner .
0utcome90ats as adopted by the State Board in 197 1. Also included are four suggested progrdms leading to the Tee T
attainfnent of the goals _quality teachmg, accountablhty, assessment rand e\ratuatron, and ‘research and - ’
develop ent -« . . RN
i - . . ) = T R
ACCOUNTABILITY SYS‘TEI{AS MODELS “ o - , ' LY oy .
o N K e vy " o

! PosmorrStatemem onEdqcatlohal Aceountabrhty JLansmg Department of Education, 1972

»

- . ‘Lhe statement presépts the role of the State‘ Board o£$dudat+on an,qt Department of Educatlon Ine |mplernentmg \
¢—an accountabtlltymodel for Mrchtgan S éducatronai enterbrtse’/ .

/‘ » i\ * ~
Taking Michigan s.EducatreneFPafse Brochure Lansmg Department ot Educatron /‘ v \ v e
f .
] . . St e,
Thrs brochure explains the six steps that makeup Mlchrgan s accountablhty model ’ L . .' -

»
Lt Porter JohnW AccountabllrtymEducatron AnAddress Lansmg*Deparfmem ot Educatson March 1971 . L

ad S

" This I1s a# addre;s”by Dr John‘Porter Mrchrgan’§ State Supérmtendent oT Public’ Instruction, regardmg his
*°~ understanding ahd ‘beliefs..about accouhtabﬂlty ar“td/ﬂ of the problems Tiny@ved 1w estabhegmng an.- ~
accountability system, ", . . -




ASSES$MENT AND EVALUATION -

+- The Assesament of Ede(:atron*al Progress n ‘Mrchcgan Memoranmlm Lansmg Departmem ot Educatton T
J/anuary 281969 ., S et : g
f R ' 'q‘
Thts memp to0 the Mnchrgan State Board ot Educatton regards plans'tor an assessment of educational progress _ --
for the: stéte. |t gves the backgrourid of assessment in other states and if the 1%:S:,a pessible ratonale and. - e
procedures for periodit assgssmen]. in “M;chtgan“ d dtscusston of opposmon to the\ assessment and o
recomme'ndatrons for the Mrchrgan State Bo,afrd of Edueation,, v i i v
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F’urpase and Prot:edqrres of tHﬁ6 Mrch/gan Assessment of Educatrpn Assessment Report Number Qne Lansmg 2N
Depattmentof Educatton August 1969. ERIC,E’D 046984 ” D 9| Loa e Ce e
This repert omhrtes tor tgcat schooLdrstnct oersonnel and other antereSted readers the farst of the assessment .

-activies that ook’ ptace durmg the 1969- 70 schoopl year. The: teport crte's the purposes of the assessment; gtves : ~
some tntormatron on the assessment of basic skills the first year; and presents a study of variables descriptive ot
pupll backgrounds and scftoot.and sGttoot system resource Ievels whldh Mrchtgan terms “correlates.” )

-: vt

Actrwt/es and Arranbem&nts or the 1969 7'0 M/chrgan Aseessment of Edueat/dﬁ Assessment Report Number
Two Lafsing: Departmefnto:tEducetton Depember 1969 ERIC ED 046 985. : , i
s "L Fteport Number Two przmdewa Summary xpt the’ progr’ess mn tbe asseSSment program tcrr 1969—70 and defails

: some of the actl, meg! amcs” of the program fhese details include thé sefection bt tocal distriet coordinators;

. the appointment of a téChmcal advisory grqup, nemmg a spec:trcatronscommittee'to review test specifications;
organiZing a ctttzens”commrt,tee o goals;- t;headmtmstratlon of the test battery,‘sqb;ect areas and grades berng
assessed; data anatyes anfi'rtaporttng the resuits, . . NI AR A . . Lo

’ ' J- ; . <
‘i’ ‘ h . K .\

-~

¢ " Technical Repor‘t of Selebted Aspects ot‘ the .1969-70 Mictigan' Educatronat 'Assessment Program Lansmg Cooe
[ Department of Educetron.,August, 1971. Ffrepared by ETS, Pnncetbn N J Eth ED 064386. . ]
| ! ' ! )
L ;‘ -The report descubes in. detarl the development of the 1969JO asaessmpnt mStruments ueed n assessmgthe Lot
‘levels and distribution of & ducatronal pertormance for the state’s drstncts schools -and pupils. tt ¢ontains a'brjet
descripfion of the 1969-7 -eb asSessment program its durposes and} prooedures, details of thé canstruction of the '
. achievement battery.andithe puptt background quest‘ionnarre the: devetopmeﬂt of the'sgaled scores arising from
the statistical, treatment ot responses to'thg’ ttems in. the battery; andncharactensucsot ttte battery components

Lgvels of. Educatronal Rerfbrmgance and Re/ated Factors n Michlgan Assessmeht Repor’t Number 4. Lansing: - o
- Depariment of Educatio, 1970. ERICED046987: ' . P N A >

P LY i
i

The three set:ttons m thts report present ‘th htghlrgb‘ts ‘ot,t-ne resulis ot the 1969 70 asse&ment explain e
precéutrons 1o Petaken’in the.mterpretatton of the datd; describe the assessmem measurés used; apd present .~ .
eduGation profiles for Njihigan's _regions and commumty typés. one for each: of the state ] tour“geographic A
[egions, ahd fof the fourth and seventh grades R PR NS N /‘-"“ -
_Drstrrbutron of EdUCat/ona/ Performance: and F?elafe;t Faators in M/ch/gan ‘Assessment Fleport Numbe, 5 .
- Lansm/g DepartmentofEducatlon 1370 ERIC EDO46988 e Sl e vy

e . c'.'z'f-, ' - )

L. .

ThIS report. of. ttle 1989;,70’Numgarf Assessment Prqgram presents data which indicate the, ways which e
- eﬂuoati’onal performance and certain factors (var[abtés) ’tela'ted 'to performance are gistibuted in the state. The
-« fitst séction summarizes the tmahgs presented ifithe report The second statesfprecautlons,to be taken in the ;

o

. . mterpretatton of the: Adata: ~The third presentd definitions.bf the assessment rheasur is useq in the feport. T he o -
’ ~fourth section” exptams how the educattop distribution - tdbles were prepared nd the fifth ‘con ams thes
educatnonat drstnbhtton,tabtes&ndbrreﬁ3ummar|es ofthefmdmgsmeach tabtg. * .. . St

~ N -
-

"

S Lbcal Drstnct Report: Explanatary@la{eriets IASSQSSment Repon No é»Lansrng, Departme of Eduqatton, . .
- L970. EFtthED 045733, , 5

&

R FEREY T
3

v The purpose otthts repo\?t\s to prbvrde schoot district officiats an,d cmzens with mformatrohregardmgtherr e
3 {?5;:1 ‘own gchool district and it SERGOIS . re rd‘i

-

0'the 1969-70 assessment, program. The'Titst Section presents the ~ »

>

“précautions to be taken in he interpuatation ARd utiization f the data. The second section; exptqmsthe fo”rmat of
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*+ " the ¢ata presented In the lécal'dustncr‘svc'omputer printout. The third section defines the assessment measures,
" and the fourth describes the norm.tables gha‘t are provided in the booklet.' ’ ) o

IO

~ ¢
Local District Report- Supplementary Explanatory Matenal. Addendum to Educational Assessment Report No.
6. Lansing. Department of Education, February, 197 1. . ’ * .

s’ , This report prowdeslocal'school officials with addttional interpretative agsessment information from the 1969-70
RN program written in nontechnical language. The first sectionprovides 3efin tions ot certain statistical terms usedin )
the assessment effort. The second section outlings the construction and meaning of the 1969-70 assessment .
scores' The Mitd séction discusses the construction and use of pupil norm tables which are providéd m th :
bookiet. An gppendix Iists the soctoeconomic and attitude duestions used in the assessment. ,
. . ) . ' R . © 4
~ ) D/s!nbun& of Educational Performance and Related Factors in Michigan: A Supplement: Assessment Report
No 8.Lansing' Department of Education, 197 1. ERIC ED 059 254. ) ) ) e
\ - S
This report presents supplementary data that indicatgs ways in which educational performance and certain
____actors (vanables) related to performance are distnbuted in the state as determined by the results of the 1969-"
70 assessrnent prograrh. Limits of the data and-cautions to’be exercised In their interpretation are presented; the
P measures used in the &ssessment program are described; and the construction, and interpretation of the -
<+ eeducational distribution tables are explained. Brief wntten summaries of the fihdings'of the major tables are
. included . ‘ ’ ) . ‘ o .
T Levels of Educational Performance and Related Factors'in Michigan: A Supplement, Assessment Report No. 9.
Lansing: Department of Education, Décember, 1970. < ' .

Supplementary material 1s ‘presented in this .regort regard{ng data which shows thg levef of educational .
performance and the levels of certain factors (vdriables) related to performance within Michigan's geographic , -
" regions an community types reported In an eayfier document. It utilizes and destribes all the performance levels . "
of all the factors-gatheredin the a§sessment1/ ‘ T N .

> - N
Teport contains eﬁucatgon profiles “fo?( geographsb regions and commynity ypes of three varieties: (1)
fojftes constructed from distngt-level assessment results; (2) profiles. constructed from séhool-level assess-.
£nt results; and (3) profiles constructed from pupi respénses to the 1969-70 assessment battery.
Examination of the profiles will /e(éple the readler to understang the levels ‘of educational peffprmanca, as
measured by basic skifls achievément, and certain taetors or variables presumed to be'related to performance in

. the state’sgeographlcreg'onsqnd ¢ommunity types. : L. . o .

e -

Objectives and Prpcedures of the Michigan Eduga tional Assessment Program,- 7970-7 1: Assessinent Report No.

- 7 Lansing: Department f Education; 1970. ERIC ED 049 299. : ; D .
A , ~ - . [}

Report.No.-7 presents the 1970-71 objectives and procedares for the second year of the Michigan Educational

Assessment Program, . ‘s ' o

. -~ Y » c

’ ° 1970-7 1 individual Pupil Repbrt: Explanatory Materials. [ansmg:bepartﬁwen‘t of Education, April, 1971.ERLCg .
053217, - R CoT ~ ’ Coo=

-

‘
] -

I The first seport.of the results from the 1970-71 assessment of grades 4 and 7 is iftended to provide school.
. districts with basic information regarding students that will help them, their parents, and educators fo assess < ' .
— their.pregress. The first section dgscribes the content of each test {vocabulary, reading; mechanics of written
o ‘English, and m'aghematics) _Cautlens to Be used in interpreting the.data are expressed, and an explanation of. ;.
' how 1o Imterpret the materials accompanying the beooklet is frovided, as well as explanations for pupits’ scores. A )
final section defines-statistical terms used in‘the program énd provides technical information regarding the .

assessment battery. ' oo ‘ \ . . ‘ S

"~ Local District and School Regort: Expianatory Materials: Th Third Report of the 1970-7 | Michigan Educational
Assessment Program. Lansing: Department of Education, Juse, 197 1. ERIC ED 059 255. < _
The purpose of this report of the 1970-71 assessment s to provide iocal school district officials with infformation
" regarding their own schiool district ariet its schools to assist thent in ingking local-décisions in the allocation of
“ resourcés and the design of educational programs. H also provides a gl eral indication of the greas within the
Iacal schoel district which may need closer study. The first sectiorrdesaribes precaytiohs to consider inusingand .
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. ngren tables provided with thereport, + - .

- ] . N . c . L

Interpreting tﬁe data and gefines statistical tgar‘fns used. The next section outlines the assessment measyes and
Introduces the computer print-outg containing the local district and school data. The third section describes the

.

Local D:stri‘et'f?esu/rs,"M/ch/gar} Educational Assessment Program:.The Eourth Report of the 1970-7 1 Series.~

Lansing: Repartment of Education, December, 1971 ERICED 064 288. C

The purpose of this report 18 t0 grovide the public with information regarding the average sceres on the 1970-71.
educational assessment measures of all pulic school districtsein fhe state, It provides & general indication of
areas within'the local school district which may need closer,study. Each of the d|stnct'measures IS presented in
two ways: first, a figure 1s shown that represents the district’s score on each measure; second, a percentile rank «
s shown for each measure that indicates how each district fared in relation to the other districts on each of the
measures, Decile distributtons gre included to show what percentage of the district’s fourth and seventh grade
pupils earned composite achievement scores.in each decile of a statewide taBuIanqn of pupil sgores. They show
what percentage of each district’s pupils fell into each of ten general achievement levels.

N o

Levels of Educational Performance and Related Factors: The Fifth Report of the 197()—7 1 M/’ch/gan Educational

Assessment Program. L.ansing' Department of Egducation, June, 1972, «
gt ¥ h -

This report ‘contains eduéation profiles for Michigan’s school districts, schools, and pupils for the 1970-71

educational assessment. 1 is designed to answer the questign of what is the level of basic skillsachievement and

of other educational asgessment measures in M'Ich|gan and in Michigan’s community types. Examined are the

levels of basic skills performance at grades 4 and 7 in communications skills and mathematics and the levels of

certain factors (variables) presumed to be related to performance, such as expenditures per pupll average,

experente of teachers, etc. CommunLt'y types are metropolitan core city, City, urban fringe, town, and rufal, with

the state being the basic frame of reference, Profiles are constructed from district-level mean s¢ores on th'e‘

i -~

P 4 Lo
.asgessment measures, school-level mean scores, andindividual pugil'scores.
-

Distribution of Educational Performance and Related Factors: The Sixth Report of the 1970-71 Michigan
Educational Assessment Progrdam Lansing: Department.of Education, June, 1972. . . . '
This report ¢ontains a Series of educational distribution profileg for the state as a whole; prepared from the 1970-

71 assessnient results, in order 1o determine whether certain studént and school measures (such as school

financial resources, statfing resources, etc.) péar a relgtionship to pupils’ levels of basgic skills achieyementin the

" state'sschools. It determines the relationship.of students' background characteristics to their achievement level,

1o the levels at which theirschools are supported, and o teacher charactenistics. ¢ -
Educational Adsessment and District Enroliment in Michigap: The' Seventh Report of the 1970-71 Michigan
Educational Assessment Program. Lansing' Department of Education, June, 1972. - " )

-
- =Y

The report contains education-tables™or. groups-of Michigan school districts, divided on-the basis of-district size,
esigned to answer thie question of whether school districts with different enroliment sizes score differently,'as a

group, on the Mithigan-assessment variables. For, the 1970-71 Assessment, size, as a basis for classifyipg .

districts, took the place of the geographic regions used in the 1969-70 aSsessment. . ¢

° . L}

A L]

-*TecHnical Report: The Ninth éeport bf-the 1970-71 M/ch/gan Educational Assessment Program. Liansing:
Department of Education, June, 1972. ' . ! A

s
- f —~

N ! N b4 . G .- -
The primary-furiction of this report is to present the fechnicanigformation-needed 1o evaluate the nstruments ghd
techniques used to measure and report the stafus-of Stu nt achievement and attifude 'in the 1970;71

assegsmentbrogram. The first sectiin briefly describes the 19707 1 assessment program. The second section

- desgribes the assessment battery andcont’aLns two subsections Yhat deal with its nohcogritive and cognitive
‘parts. Each‘ subSectign explains the instriments involved,
- Ppsychometric properties of the measures,

dernvation: of reported scores, and thg:
. L * , &

Ob}gctgves and Procedures: The First Report of the 1971-72 ichigan Educational Assessment Program,
Lapsing: Department ot Education, Octoger, 1\9%!0 EDO0S9 2577 . o N

© o . .
-

The purposeof this report is to provide locat sehool district officials with information abdut tHe 197 1-?2’&1!ichigan,
Educational Assessrpert Program, s, objectives, and the procedures that will bé followed. Presents the six basic

w

“elements of an analysis process adoptet by the State Board astheaccountabiity mbdel for Michigan.
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Kearney, C. Philip. The Mictigan Educational Assessment Program Lansrng Departmént of Educatron
‘November 1, 1971 {,

} 4
This i1s an address given by Dr Kearney, kssomate Superrntendent of Public Instruction, before the U S Senate
Select Commuttee_ on Edual Educational Opportunity, in which he described the Michigan Educatronat
.-Assessment Program from the time it was first conceived and implemented in 1969-70, through the operation of
the gtogramin 1970-71, and the ob;ectrves and procedures of the 197 1-72 year o the program.

Indwidual Pupil Report. Explanatory Matenals. The Second Report of the 1971-72" Michigan Educatrona7
Assessment Program Larsing Department of Education, April, 1972. . D ' v
The purpose of tus report s to provrde local school officials with information regardrng the performance.on basic -
. skilis achievement of each student who took the 197 1-72 assessment battery. as well as with infermation thar will
-« assist the officials in understanging and interpreting their stdidents’ scores. The contgnt of each test 1s described,
cautions to be used in interpretation are, provided, how to interpret the materals 1s explamned. and statrstrcat
terms usgd in the program are defined. . . -
Local District and School Report Explanatory Materials ‘The Third Report of the 197 1-72 Michigan Educational
Assessment Program Lansing Department of Educatton May,.-1972 ERIC ED 059 255.
This report provides local school dnstnct officials w:th the 1871-72 assessment results of thew own school district -,
and its schools for the purpose of assrstrng therh in making local decisions about the allocation of resourées and —
the des:gn of educational programs. The report'gives a general indication of the areas within the iocal district that
may need closer study It contains precautions to be used ifi interpreting the data, ksts the assessment measures*
and introduces the computer print-outgcontaining local district and school data; describes fhe norm tables in the
report. and explains how to construct and interpret district-level and school-level education profrtes

M

Local District Results The Fourth Reporr of the 197 1- 72 Michigan Educational Assessmenr Program. Lanssng
Pepartment of Edpcatron September 1,972 ) \
This report provides the pubhic with rnformatron fegarding the avegage scores on the educational assessment
- measures of aﬂpubhcschootdrstnctsmMrchfganmvotvedmthe 1971~ 72assessment program Areas withun the ]
local drstrrct ‘which may need closer study are ndicated ' )

'Techntcal Report- The Fifth Report of the*1971-72 Mghigan Educanona/ Assessment Program Lansing’
Department of Education. November, 1972.

.
-

This report provides technical information need®d 10 evaluate the hstruments and techniques used in the 1971- -
72 assessment ‘program. The report desctibes how the basic .skills instruments were developgd -(word <
relationships, readng, mechanics of written English, and mathematics) and how they were reported, as well as
.the composite est4mate of socroeconomrc status. » " | I . ,
The Equanng Report: Year-To-Year Analysis of the Cogmtive Tests of the' Mrchrgan Educarronal Assessment

Program, 1970-72 Larsing” Department of Educatron March, 1973, .

The purpose of this‘report is to provide rnformatton nd data w»th which state and-local educators can analyze _ .
. * the achievement data &% he assessment program on year-to—year basis and on a state, localdkstrict, or school ~ )

basis. A discussioh of the need for equating test scores'and & the general procedures by which equating is done \

15 presented in the first section. The second sectipn discusses in detail’ the equatiig ‘of the assessment . |

“achievernept tests from 1970 through 1972. The final section presents the cautronsfand trmrtatrons mherent in the t

equating procm . N ‘*‘_ . par

Objectives and Procedures The First Report of the 1972-73 Mrchrgan Educational Aswsment Program . ‘-
¢ Lansing: Department of Educatuon October, 1972..

Thrs report restates the obgectrves of the Mrchrgan Educational Assessment Program for tife 1972-73 school ~ -
year; projects the future,long-range pians for the information and planning of logg! drstnet and state officials; - -
and rndrcates in some detai the spacrﬁc procedures 1o be followed in the 1972-7;3 .
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inaividual Pupi Report f;jxplanatory Materialg_ The Second Repor!t” of the
Assessment Program Lansing Départmeht of EWrch. 1973. )

1972-73 Michigan Educational

[l
- 4 -

This report provides local schoolofficials with information regarding the performancé on basic skilis achievemnent
of'each student who 160k the 1972-73 Michigan Educational Assessment battery and gives information that wilk
assist the officials in understanding and anterpreting their students’ scores The first sectign «describes the
content of each test (ward relgtioriships, geading, mechanics of written Enghsh, and mathematics) . Thesecond
section presents cautions to be used in the interpretation of individual pypt scores from the program The third
- section describes the materials that é_ccompan,y the report and explains.pupil scores that they contain. The final

sect:on defines statisticat terms wsed T the program, and provides technical mformation abouqhe assessment
"t Dpattery . . v . . - SR 3 LN .
- o

- €
4 - ' [

Loca! District & School Report Exp}anarory Materials* The Third Report of the 1972-73 Michigan Educational ‘ .

- Assessment Program: Lansing’ Depgrtment of Education, March, 1973
» Tne report provides local districy officials with information to enable them to understand and utihize the local
aistrict ang ‘ocal school repon provided by the Michigan Educational Assessment_Program for the- testing
,penod of January, 1973 The peport is accompanied by the data sheets and norm tabies sent to each distr.&t and
s intended 'o faciitate therffuse By following procedures giver in the report, local school district officials can
construct education profilgé that will enable them 1o relate assessment results for. therr district and schools—te
*ésults ootained by grodps of other districts and schools throughout the- state and in the same community
Officials can identify ievels’ of educational performance in selected basic skills and levels of selected non-
achievement qeasures i their schools and district '

> .

v § 7 >

.Technical Report The Fifth Report of the ].9,72-73 Michigan Educational Assessment Program Lansing.
Department of Education March, 1974, - N

-
~ .

.

"« The report prowdes the technical information needed to evaluate the instruments and techniques used in ther

1972-73 assessment program It is intended primarily for.directors of research, research ¢onsultants. and school
".  Tcounselors . . -

. . * N - .- ~ e

Larsing Department of Educatiog .

R ' N

" Assessment Adrunistration Manual.ﬂM;ci;gankEducahéna{ Assessment Progran'v, 4973-74 Grade 4, Year 5. -

New objective-referenced tests were used for the 1973-74 Michigan Educational Assessment Program, and this
manual describes the procedures Wl be used toaam 1s to grade 4 pupils - -

Iy

| Assessment Administration Manual, Michigan Educational Assessment Progr 973-74,"Grade 7. Year 5.

Lansing' DepartmemcfEducatvon.- .

This manual de'SCnbes‘the proceddres 10 be used to admunister tests to grade 7 pupyls for the 19 74'Michigan

Educanlén/at,,Assessmem Rrogram. It involvessnew objective-referenced tests requinng different procedures for
adminisfration.’ T ’ : . . .

’
-

.

»Local and intermediate District Coordinator's Manual The 1973-74 Michigan Educational Assessment Program.
Lansing. Department of Education: . . . ’ ’

-~ 1

This manual instructs the local and intermediate distnct coordinators in the *procedures necessary for
adrministering the 1973-74"assessment to grades 4 and 7 pupils in thé subject areas of reading and mathematics.

* School Coordinator's Manyal:« 1973-74 Michigan fwca!/onal Assessment Program. Lansing: Department of
= Eduycation

.

K

This. manual instructs t’he school coordmatbrs D the procedures necessary for administenng the assessment

instrument ta grades 4 and 7 pu in/the-wb)ec‘afeare&ngand matheroatics in 1973-74.
e Ve ‘

+ - r e
L e T DY .




= .
» 4 * -
- . -

Instructions for Agmynistering the Pupil Atmude Questionnaire- Mrch/gan Educational Assgssment Program
1973-74 Lansing DepartmentofEducanon

Thrs report contains ingjructions fof administering the pupi! atmude questronnarre usedm the 1973 74 Mrch:gan
. Educational Assessment Program. The school districts participate.on a voluntary basis under one of three ~
options mvorves aII fourth and seventh graders involves only alt fourth graders, mvolvesonlyall seventh graders

MrchrgansNew ‘7“eacherA/d Brochure Lansrng Department of Educatton ' ‘ ' N / K
This 1s @ small brochure which summarizes the changes in the new state assessment tests fo be administered m -

e the 1973-74 schoot: year The testgnow are ob;ectrve referenced instead of norm-referenced, and performar)cé

will pe compared 16 objectives. Detaited information will be presented for individual students Grades 4 end7 will

bélested in reading and mathematics

Ob;ecnves and Procedures 1973-74 Michigan EdUcarrona/ (Assessment Program, First Report. Lan5|ng

Department of Educanon August 1973 . PR

Lo
» B

.Tius report contains the ob;ectryes and procedural aspects to be foliowed during the’ 1973 74 assessment

program in which objective-referenced testing was introduced. for the first time it describes how the

performance objectives and objective-regferenced tests were developed Appendixes contain mathematics and
- reading objectives to be measured in the 1973-74 program for grades4and 7 -

_Individual Student and Clagsroom R
Program. Second Report Lansing
This gurde ‘was prepared to help edudatars intergret the mformatron provrded for individual students and for
classroom- ~groups that resulted from Midigan's Equcational Assessment Program conduttéd in 1973-74 in the . .
subject areas of mathematics. reading, akd word rélationships Objective-referented instruments were used for -
the mathematicg and reading tests; a nom-refegghced measure for word rglauonshrps Grades 4 and'7 were
tested The tests are described, and aids in interpfeting the information contained in the reports are provided.

The ob;ect ves for the mathemahcs and readrng tes{s are presented n the Append;x

orts Explanarory Materiais, 1973-74 Mrchrgan Educatrona/ Assessment
artment ofEducatton 1974

Report Lansing Department of Education, 1974

-

School and District Béports Explanatory Mater/als‘ 1973-74, Mrch/gan Educational Assessmeanrogram Thrrd-

ﬁ - *

; *This s an explanatory repart to assist in the mterprLtatron otlocal and school district summary reports provrded
by the 1973-74 assessment program Educational assessment measures used in the 19%3-74 program are
described. and, the Appendix contarns a listing of the mathematics and reading performance objectives for o

. grades4and7 Lo LR . .

1 D
S

‘State Summary pf Results, 1973-74: Mrchrgan E‘ducanonal Assessment Program Fourth Report. Lansing:
Department of Equcation, 1974. . .
This ‘'summary presents a compilation of the scores of the,state’s fourth and seventh grade students who ’
participated in the 1973-74 assessment program, the first year bbjective-referenced test items were uged it . . . )
Michigan . oL i - . S

B » . . -
Omt/ves and Procedures, 1974-75: The First Report of the 1974-75 Michigan Educational Assessment ,
Pr?gram Lansing' Department of Education, August, 1974, ,
The-objectives and.procedural aspects of the 1974-75 core assessment program are descnbed in the first report
of the 1974-75 series, as well ‘as the first grade pilot assessrgent introduced at this ime ‘and new test items
deveioped for selected science and mathematics objectives which will be tested in a sample\,pf fourth and
seventh grade students Lists of performanceob;ectwesm reading, mathematics, and science for grades 4 and 7

and the prepnmary ob}ectwes are given iri the Appendix. ;/ . ‘

\

State Summary of Results. 1974-75, Mrchrgan Educational Ageéssment Program, F0urth Report. Lansing:
Department of Educatlon March; 1975. "‘\) ( .o P

The report presents a comprlatron of the scores of the fourth and sevent /hgréde students who partrc;pated inthe
objectwe-referenced assessment program during 1974-75. The repor{ delineates the purpose of theassessmem

- - e, - o - s

. ‘ 89" — . e ~ .




program. makes some comparisons with 1973-74 data, and discusses the possible meaning and significance-of
the results . :

. - ~

Grade 4 Assessmenr'Adm/n/st'ra't/on Manual- Mictngan ﬁucanona/ Assessment Program, 1974-75. L&nsing:
Department of Education, 1974 . .

This manual describes for the test gdmmustrator the preparations necessary prior to testing and the procedures
for agmuirstration of the assessment instruments’to grade 4 inthe 1974-75 program

<

H

Grac_ie' 7 Asséssment Administration Manual M;‘ch/gan Educational Assessment Program, 1974-75. Lansing:
Department of Education, 1974. . : '

-

\

This hanual describes for the test admlhnst[ator the"p'}eparthons necessary prior to testing and the procedures
for administration of the assessment instruments to grade 7 in the 1974-75 éram.

School Coordinator's Manual Michigan Educational Assessment Program. }974-75 Lansing Department of
Education. 1974 ) . : : : .

4 LY

This manual outlines for the school coordinator of the assessment progr.
-admingstering the assessment instruments 1n the coordinator’s school, It aiso
coordinator in arranging optimal testing conditrons for the students.

the proc d(xres necessary for
tains sfformation to assist the

* Local and Intermediate District Coordinator's Manual M/ch/gag Egucational Assessment Program,i1974-75.
Lansing Department?f Education. 1974 . :

T
. )

2 § & ' .
*This manuat outlines for the district coordinatars m%ﬁgrocedures necessary for administering the assessgfient
- instruments in theie districts and asstists them in afrangg optimal testing conditions for their students: '

Michigan's Educational Aésessmem Prograrh; Erades tonbe Asséssed. Lansing: Departmgnt of Education,
January, 1974 - - - K o \ ‘

This Agport dlarified the Staté-Board of Education’s policy E =N thinking regarding the graoés' or levels to be
included in present and future educational assessment plans A tentative timetable for implementing the
assessment of grades 1,4, 7, 10. and 12 is included, beginning with 1973-74 and carried through the 1977-78
schoo! years L , : boso ) :

s
. .

The Long{ Range Plan of the Michigan Educational Assessmént’??é‘grar‘n. Final Draft. Lansing: Department of
Education, ‘ o .

This is a final draft of Michigan’s lorig-range plan for the educational assessment program that was presented to
the State Board of Education for appfoval. It projects a general outiine of development for the next five to ten
" years and 1s meant to be-a flexible plan subject to revision, if necessary Chapter | contains background
information ‘about the program and its relation 1p to tHe'six-step Michigan Accountability model. Chapter Il
states the purpose and eight godis of the Mrhigén state assessment program. Chapter lll describes the learnifig
areas 1o be assessed, the grad® iévels gnd students to-be included in the program. and the time schedule for
implermenting the vanous componentg/of the program. t%e core assessment and sampling components of the

4

program are explained. Chapter IV presents procedures §of the development and/ or revision of the performance
objectives and test items. Chapter V discusses data colleetion and analysis. The‘Sfxth_'chapter covers reporting
and dissemination procedures. : A .

' .
H v
y 1}

Assessment Coordinator’s Feedback Survey. Lansing: Depar“{ment of Education, Fébruary. 1974,

This report'contains the results of a survey of the tocal school district assessment coordinators conducted by the :
Mighigan-assessment staff to gather ipformation about the sticcess of the Michigan a entprocedures. The
survey took place following the first-year of objective-referenced testing in 1973-74 by Michigan. Previously, )
norm-referenced testing was conducted. Results of the survey were to be used in designing the 1974-75
program *The overall response to'the survey was favorable. The most often-mentioned informatignal need was in
the area of interpretation of the results, and the most serious difficulty encountered was in the area of scheduling
tests and rgake-ups. . \ -
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Educaé:ona/Assessmer'ﬁ, thé Michigan Plan. Lansing: Department of Education, February, 1975. - S r

This dpcument describes the 1974-75 educafional assessment In concise, eagy-to-understand terms and oo
explains exactly what kind ot information is generatéd from the assessment for the tocal and state educationat..- e
decision makers Future pians for expanding the assessment program also are discussed. T

.
-,

Objectives and Progedures, 1975-76- The First Report of the 1975-76 Michigan Educational Asses"sm\exn) %,
artment of Education, July, 1975. : '

4

— -y .

This report presents the objectives of the assessment program’and indigates m detay some ofthe-speafic —— —--
procedures 10 be used In the current year, 1975-76. In additon to the cole dssessment of grades 4 and 7 in . E
reading and mathematics, experimental items were tried out in grades 4 and the subjéct areas of réading, ‘\ o
ynathematics, and health. The first grade pilot assessment was continued in 1975Y76, and a imited piiot project ‘
.was introduced for grade 10 in reading and mathematics. The experimental itgms and the first grade pilot
assessed all the students it the specified grades in a sample of schools. The tests tenth grade assessment

-

were administered to a group of volunteer high schools ‘ D=y

1 ¥ vy

PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES, DEVELOPMENT OF

Déve/op:ng PePformance Objectives. Lansing: DepartmentofEduc&'fén, 1972. « . e

v - ‘ i»' ‘ \
One of the six steps in Michigan’s accountability modet 1s the devglapment of performance objectives. This
booklet describes the six-step accountabiity model and how performance objectives fit into the model; defines .
what performance objectives are and the difference between goais and performance objectives; and explains, .
with concrete examples, how to develop the objectives.

~ ‘ r -

The Developmental Process for Performance Objectives In Reading and Mathematics. Lansing: Department of
Edupcat:on, no date.

This article 1s a two-page surﬁmary of the prodess followed by Michigan from the fail of 1971 to 1973 for -
developing performance objectives in reading and mathematics. ‘ . '

.
3
7

" DEVELOPMENT OF TESTINSTRUMENTS

- Development of Test items and Instruments in Reading and Mathematics for the.1973-74 M:ch;gan{:'ducal:oﬁal .

Assessment Program. Staff working draft of test development. Lansing: Department: of Education; January, .
1974 ) ' . '

This report d‘éécnbes the process of developing the objective-referenced tests used In the 1973-74 Michigan
Educational Assessment Program. It explains the overall procedures followed in developing performance
pbfectives in reading and mathematics; the selection, training, and supervision of test item writers; the validation
of the test items, and the selection of the objectivesand the test items for the 1973-74 program.

A Report on the Technical Characteristics of the Reading and Mathematics Instruments of the 1973-74 Michigan
Educatronal Assessment Program. Submitied to the Michigan Department of Education by Research Trniangle .
Institute. Lagsing: Department of Education, April 12, 1974, . ¢t .
Research Triangle Institute assessed the technical quality and adequacy of the reading and mathematics
assessment instruments gsed in the 1973-74 assessment program at the level of the individual performance
"objective. The 1973-74 assessment ‘program is described briefly. The rellabiity and content validity of the
instruments are examined, analysis of the significance of test-length and passing score is provided, and
information useful for the interpretation of resylts 1sincluded. .

Al
Yol v .

- DISSEMINATION METHODS - ‘ , - o

The Michigah Assessment of Education, 1969-70: The Poitics of Reporting Results, Lansing: Department of
Edyeation, February, 1971. ERIC ED 048 366. ‘

This articie is.a detalled and candid account 61‘ the difficuities the..Michigan -Department of Edubatiorw.
encountered following the first assessment program in 1969-70 because of gubernatorial and legislative
pressures to report individual pupil resufts. - ‘

-
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-Bq4nnghaus. Erwin P and othé;s. Keeping'the Pubiic Informed Accent on Accountabiity Denver Cooperative
Accountability,Progect, 1973 ERICED 095214 '

. - This 1s a digést,of a more detailed report which develops a dissemination model for educational accountability
.programs.’it was prepared for the Cooperative Accountability Project by the State of Michigan, one of the seven
/,;@gte members of CAP. The digest explains the four basic steps to be taken to accomplish an effective

. - accountabrlity communication program and includes tips for working with the news media. Several observations
t / apout the communication proqess;and}three basic theories about comr‘gumcauon; are discussed

Beftinghaus, Erwin P and G Mer. Michigan State University Part I, Reactions-to, State Accountability -

. ¢Frograms A Drssemination System for State Accountability Programs Denver Cooperative Accountabihity
“Project, June; 1973 FRICED 111841 , ‘ ‘
r: 'v;‘

. The first of a three-part re'por't. prepared by the State of Michigan for the Cooperative Accountability Project,
offers a dissermination model for educational accountability programs. The model outlines potential strategies for
the appropriate reporting of the results obtamned 4rom the application of several educational accountability

modeis This part of the repbrt exammes current and past accountability models along with the reactions of
varous publcs to those models )

S Be"'”QhaUS'..”Elen P. and G.'R. Miller, Michigan State University Part /I, The Relationship of Contemporany )
. . Communication Theory tq Mccountab/hty Dissemination Procedures A Dissemination Systern- for State
/ Accountability Programs Dfver. Cooperative Accountabili y Project, June, 1973, ERIC ED 111842
N - ) ¥ . . .

Q’;.
The second part of a thre_eiéart report, prepared by t
Project, offers a disseminalion model for education
dissemination policies within the framework of conte
the construction of an aparépriate dissemination mogdel

Sthte of Michigan for the Cooperative Accountability
accquntability programs. This part ‘examines current
orary ¥gremunication theory to develop a rationale for

Bettinghaus, Erwin P. and G R. Miller, Michigan State UniverSwPart /i Developing Dissemination Procedures \
for State Accountability Rrograms. Denver: Cooperative Accountability Project, June, 1973 ERICED 111843, ‘

The third part of the théee-part report, prepared by the State of Michigan for the Cooperative Accountability
Project, offers a dissemination model for educational accountability programs. Part lil outlines a dissemination
programyand specifies its relationship to educational accountability. ’

e

. * "Bettinghaus, Erwin P., Michigan State Unwersity: Final Report, Preliminary dy: Dissemination of

. . Educational Accountabsity. Denver: Cooperative Accountability Project, ~ERIC ED.0SM 840.
This report describes a Iimited test of the potentral dissemination model prepared by, Michigan for the
Cooperative AcCountability Project which took place fram January 1, 1974, to March 30, 1974. The am of the
Jest was to investigate the reactions of participants at the 16cal level in an attempt to train them to disseminate
““elements of the model. Included is an evaluation of the project, the project’'s accomplishments, a budget analysis

of the project, and recommendations for future efforts in this area. Maternals produced for the project are in the
Appendix. , ; ' )

o ADDITIONAL REFERENCES
Where Research, Evaluation and Assessment Fit In. Lansing: Department of Edacation, April, 1973.

This report delcribes the goals and major activities of the Research, Evaluation and Assessment Service of the

Michigan Department of Education and its relationship to Michigan’s six-point educational accountability
process. - p .

A Survey of Views Concerning Michigan'’s Fourth Grade Assessment Program, 19?3- 74. East Lansing: Michigan
Education Association, 1974. co .

i -

-

ﬂ " The Michigan Education Assbciation surveyed a sample of fourth grade tea;:hgjl",;fi;\.;ig'lti in Michigan school
- districts tg obtain their views, participation in, and use of the 1973-74 fourth gr(ag"%’ nt. -~ -
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{ E Report and Recommendations of the MEA Tast Force on Assessment and Accountability. East Lansing:
Michigan Education Asscciation. March, 1‘9@ ‘ -

This report presents the Michigan Education Association’s position on accountabiiity, Assessment. behavioral
ob;ec/tn_v'es, and compensatory education in the state and 1s generally critical of the Department of Edugation’s
assessment program. ; -

l & .
‘House, Ernest, Wendell Rivers, and Daniel Stufflebaum An Assessment of the Michigan Accountabihty System.
Bast Lansing Michigan Education Association, March, 1974

This report examings the.Michigan Accountability System with particular emphasis on the assessment program
 Reservations and disagreement are expressed-about the minimal objectives, the vahdity of the tests. the
‘publishing of a book of performance objectives. the desirability of every-pupil-testing,-and the tying of funds to
gains in test scores Nine recommendations are included .

»

A Staff Résponse to the Report An Assessment of the Michigan Accountability System East Lansing® Michigan -
Education Association, May. 1874 '

'The Michigan Department of Education responded to the ‘House, Rivers, and Stufflebaum report, An
Assegsment of the Mickhigan Accountability System, and the nine recommendations of the panel. three of which
the Department ¢FEducation staff did not accept The staff response addresses each of the issues raised by the )
panel and attempts to correct errors in the panel’s report, pont out differences in philosophy between the -

Department of Education and the panel. and toindicate areas of basic agreement with the panel’s suggestions. :

‘e

Murphy. Jerome T and David K Cohen ‘“‘Accountability in Education—The Michigan Expenence " The Public
IntereskaNumber 36, Summer, 1974 ..

. .
This discussion Is about accountability and assessment as practiced by Michigan which was written because of

the state's extengive experience In this area. The reportis a cnticat one and provides some indications oftheway ~ -
accountability w "‘Q the authors’ views and some suggestions about the relation between scientific and
_political controlin e hon. v ' :

Survey on Educational Accountability for the Michigan State Department of Equcation Detroit: Market Op@'no"n
Research, May, 1974. )

This report describes how Michigan residents and the state's public school teachers perceve the concept of
edutational accountability, who, in the public’s view, should have the responsibility for making Michigan's public
schools accountable to the citizens, and whether the citizens feel their sChools ar¢ "accountable to them.
Recommendations are in€luded for wnprovement in the understanding of accountability and the six-step
accountability modet of Michigan. A concluding part of the report s entitled The Observations and Conclusions
of the Superintendent of Publig Instruction These observations and conclusions were reached by Superintend-
ent John W Porter and sent to the State Board of Education, and they were based upon his review and study of
the survey The four conclusions contain 16 recommendations for the purpose of cleanng up the ambiguity and
vagueness that surrounds the meaning of the term, “educational accountability,” alleviating the concern and
opposition directed toward accountability systems; assisting the local districts in implementing theé six-step
accountability process, and providing teachers and administrators with the skills necessary to develop and
implement accountability-based strateges. ' o :

Womer, Frank B. Déveloping a Large Scale Assessment Program. Denver G&)ﬁranve Accountability Project,
1973. ERICED 084 641. ' . ’

This report I1s a product of the Codperative Accountability Project from the State of Minnesota, one of the CAP
member states. it contains a wealth of practical information concerning the establishment of an assessment
program at the state and local district levels and about assessment as an aspect of accountability. It suggests
specific action steps that should be taken to determine what and how much the students are fearning, alorn with
tAe procedures to be followed to bring about improvements. Assessment is Clearly defined and how to go dbout
the many planning fasks in assessment 18 delineated: determining the administrative structure, types of
a's_sessment outcomes, types of test instruments, reporting categories and reporting policies, population o be
tested: whether sampling 4s to be used; data collection methodology; data analysis strategy; Costs and. .
alternatives: and time schedules. Other clearly desenbed subjects are the development of -assessment
objectives: the use of existing instruments; the dev7topmem of new instruments; setection of a sample; collectior
) /'" .
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of data, processing of resuits; uul'rzauén of results; and dissemination activities. Also included are checkpoints for
evaluating a quality assessment program and the Gutlihes of five

state assessment programs in operation in
i Minnesota, Texas, Pennsylvania, Flonda, and Michigan. . L A
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. SECTION V.

APPENDIX B COPIES OF LEGISLATIVE ACTS OF THE
FOUR STATES :
(Colorado Connectlcut Florida, and Mlchlgan)

—




. S i Colorado

, .
]

TITLE 22, ART!CLg7 COLORADO @EVISED STA TUTES 1971

PO

i

1’234»41 2. Legislative-declaration. . (1) The general assembly hereby declares that the purpose of this artlclé 18,
10 1nstitute an accountability program to define and measure qualify in education, and thus to help the publtc
schools of Colorado to achieve such quality and to expand the life opportunities and options of the students of
- - - - this state, further, to provide to local school boards assustance in helping their school patrons to determinefthe
relative value of their school program as compared to its cost. .

-(2) (a) The general assembly further declares that the educational accountablhty program deyefoped under
this,article should be designed to measure objectively the adequacy and efficiency of the edu |or1aLprogfams ]
offered b the public schools. The program should begin by developmg broad goals and spécific performance- .
. objecydes for the educational process and by identifying:the activities of schools which gan advance students / \

- towgfd these goaLS and objectives. The program should then develop a means for evaluating achievements -
performance of students.- it is the belief of the ‘general assembly that tn developmg the evaluation
echanism, the following approaches, as a minimum, should be explored: h

\

(b) Means for determining whether decuswns affecting the educatlonal process are advancmg or |mped|ng .
student achievement, . .

" (c) Appropnate testmg ;frocedures io provide relevant comparative data at gast In the fields of readmg
Ianguage skitls and mathematical skills;
\-

a

financial resources.

’
* * 9, -

123-4i-3. State board lof education—duties. /(1) (a) The state board of &
accountabilnty program, which:-

. . a .
(b} Describes and provides for implementation of a proceduyé for the continuous examnnatuon and
improvement of the goals for educationin this state.

’

(¢) idéntifies performance objectives which will lead directly to the achievement of the stated goais.

(d) Adopts a procedure “for determmlng the extent to whnc‘h local schogl districts accomphsh their .
erformance objectives. Evaluation instruments,- including appropnate tests, shall be deveioped under the P
apthority of this article to provide the evaluation requnrepl but standardnzed tests shall not be the sole means
developed to pr0wde such evaluation. ¢ -

A - -

.
-

(6) Recommends a procedure and timetabie for thé establishment of local acc'_o'untability programs: | - / N

) ‘ , L N \ . T
2) Thestate board of education shall adopt rules and regulations for the implernentation of this arﬁcle S S .

N LSl

(8) (a)-Thereis hereby created an advisory commmee to the state board of education, which shall consist of
seventeen members to be selbcted in the manner and for the terms previded in this subsection (3). The advisofy
com ittee shall assist the stati board of educatlon in performing its dutnes under this article.

at
.




_COLORADO (continued) .
§ (b) (1) Three of the members of the advisory committee shall be appointed by the spéaker of the hougé N
treprésentatives, of which no more than two shall be from each of the major political garties; and tvo 6t the

N

. shall be appo:‘nt_ed for two-year terms, and three members shall be appointed for theee-year terms. Vacancies =

. committee shall recaive ng compensation for their services on the committee but shall be reimbursed for their

b \
.y - - . ‘ . e

\ -
- A .

IS ‘

A . .

* ‘ ! 4 *

‘ - ~ < - { V4 * —
. [ ! .
N B ‘Y

majer politicai parties. | © . .- . , :
. . * * . ' d i I8
(1) Five members of the advisory commutiée $hall be appointed by the governor from among those persons '
who are currently serving or have served as members of boards of educationinthisstate: -~ -~ - v~ ——>" - -
e

members of the advisory committee shall be appointed by thé president of the senate, one from e

\ . .- . S
() Seven members of the'ady|sory committee shall be appointed by the state boar /?jucmlon,_three of
which shall be classroom teachers and three of which shall be public schobl ddministrators. 4 ‘

o

(4) The terms of office of members of the advisory commuttee shall be three years; except that of the
members appointed uhder subsection (3) (b) (1) to take office on July 1, 1971, two members shall be .
appointed for one-year terms, two memiers shall be appointed for two-year terms, and one member shall be .
appointed for.a three-year term, of themembers appointed under subsection {3) (b) (1) to take officé on July 1, .
19741, two'riiembers shiall be'appomted for one-year terms, ong member shall be appointed for a two-year term, -~ -
and two memmbets shall be appointed for three-year terms; ‘and of the memberé appointed under subsection

(3) (b) (m) to take office on July 1, 1971, two members shall be appointed,for a one-year term, two members

shall be filled by appointment, in the same manner as original appointments, for the unexpired term. ,

LY

(5) The advisory committee shall elect a chairman from among its members The members of the advisory
actual and hecessary expenses incurred in the performance of their duties on the committee.

(6) The department of.education Shall make available to the advaasory committee such data, facilities, and
personnel as are necessary for it to perform its duties. ' .

N -
- . - *

123-41-4. Local acceyntability programs: (1) The board of education of eéob\s;:iol districg m the state shall

adopt a plan for a local accountability program designed togmeasure the adequa ‘Qiﬂrggt’é; of educational S

programs offered by the.distkict. The board shall appoint,an advisory accountability committee which éhall make e

recommendations’to the board relative to the program of’omtabmty buf # shall

board to implement the prowvisions of this section. The advisory accountability commyttee shall consist of at least

one parent, one teacher, one school administrator, and a taxpayer from the djstrict. T L 4

the responsibility of the

(2) The board of education of each distritt shall report not lafer than Decgmber 31 of each year to the .
residents of the district, and to the state board of education, on the extent to wHich the district has achieved its,

—

previous year which have affected schoolservices and processes,

(3) The state board of education shall assist Jocal-boards of education in the pigparation of the district goals  ~ .
and objectives and the procedires for measuring school district performance Iy reaching these goals and
Objectives. e o . . ' - ’

. Y . o » . . =

4
- . e . - .

transmit «to the general assembly a report of 1S activities In developing dnd administering the educdtional
accountability program, including.the progress of the state and local school districts toward the achievement of
therr respective goals and objectives. The state board of education shall also recomrqend anydegislation which it

deems necessary for the improvement of educational Quality in this state.
K -, . .

*123-41:5.Reports. Nt later than March 1, 1972, and gach year thereatter, the state board of education shall <

(] ‘
S

, Section 2. Eﬂective,daie. This act'shall take effect Juf){‘ 1 ,. 1971, ' o




“» ... for the mnediate gresenvatzo}’\ of the ptblic peaqé, health, and sgfety.

. /répo‘rts ,inaccordance with the state board's adoptéd financial policies and procedures handbook.
L o A oL . . . N IR S ~ . R

C'OLORADO.(contmue‘d) N E i .“ e /
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Section.3. Appropriation: In addition to any other dppropriation, there is-hefeby appropriated ‘out of’/,any
: Mmpneys in the state treasury not otherwise gpproprated, for the ‘hscal year bedginning July 1, 1971, 13 the
+* department 6f education, the §um of forty thousand dollars ($40,000) , or so much thereof as may be negessary
fogtheadnymstratlonand implementation of this act - oy N iy .

’ ‘ A . . B . e

) - - PR i B

I . " - - LI

e LT ‘% . - - . -
Section 4. Safety clauge.;Thg general assembly hereby finds, determines, and declares fhat this act.isnetessary

- ;/ oL {C : :. \. ‘ / *
TITLE 22, ARTICLE 44, PART 2, COLORADO REVISED STATUTES, 1973 T e
AN ACT AMENDING THE'“PROGRAM, PLANNING, BUDGETING, AND EVALUATING $YSTEM «(PPBES)
CACTY - -, v S : o
' Be:ren:épiéd by the Gerleral Ass_,ehblyof‘tbeState of Célorado: B o I

SEETION 1..Articlé 42 Kf-chapter- 123, Colérado Rewvised Statutes ‘1963 (1971 Sapp ), 15 repealed and
reghacted, with amengments, to read. . e e el

- <«

123-42-1. Shorff gtle\.‘Thns artictg.shall be known and may bﬁcned as the “'Financial Policies and Procedures -

\ ACI.“ f"—; » L

T~ . - ™
« TN - « .o t

’ «
y Xl

123-42-2, Legislative declaration. it 1s the Eurpose ofitn:s article'to develop for the puhlic schgoj%a pri)'gram-
onented budget format which will relate anticipated costs and actual costs t¢ désignated programs.
. ‘q% ’

“ ’
< ~ rY

K " M 3 T . i
123-42-3. Adoption and compatibility of handbook. (1) The state board of’educa);:on shall,ha‘ve the authority
to adopt a financial policies and procedures handbook that will meet the ng@ds of the existing statuteaanfﬂ of

.such other rulesggnd regulations as may be necessary to fulfill the intent of this article. we

. / .

B ° R R - ’ )
(2) The financial policies and procedures han dbo/ok so adopted shall be'’compayble with the provssions'gf the
“Accountability Actof 1971, but,shall be mited pnrrganly to“tﬁe relating of bddgeted and actual costs to

~  designated programg® . .

v
> o
¢ N ) * °© kS . v - «
2 & , ©
’ 2 » 2.

. -

B % “ N . ' N - )
! " 123-42-4. Establishment of systém by school districts. (1): The staté beard of education shall’p epare a first i
" . dralt of the financial polictes and protedures handbook and shall send at least-one copy the‘re 0 each school

districtin the state no latly than September 1, 1973. . e
1 () The stgte board, ofhgé‘ducgtlon' shall designate ;'IOI less than five volugtéer séhool districts which are
repre;ﬁp}atlv‘e 43 to pupil size arid population to cooperate In finalzing a financialgpolicies and procedures
, handb_bt&fiunng(ths 1974 budget year. . : o e -
3 4 N - - A 4} ‘ -~

(3) The state board of educatior shall prepare a fifial draft of the financial pohicigs and procedures handboak ,
and shall sefd at least orie copy thereof 1o each schod-district inthe state no, latér¥fian July: 1, 1975. The
" financial policies and procedures handbokstall be fully imiflemented on January 1 1976 by alfschbol districts
having a schoof population of.over one-hu ‘Students. , ’ DT e

) ae . Ca . . . toa .

T b e 7 E " ' . g
. * ‘e .t .. . . i . s ’ . v
123-42-5, Repbrt&"Begmqmg on or before February 15, 1976, gnd continuing 9@ or before each February 15

. and August 15 thergaler, the secretary of,theﬂboardipf education of-each school distrjct shall file with the state
" beard of education a sémignnual report. of receipts and expenditurés of each fund With designatec program _

[ T . - — .-

[ - "'1"'
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v .123-42-6. Administration. This articie shall be administered by the state board of education The stWof
- education ghall have the authority.to adopt r?ble ruies and regulations for the admyustrationf this articte,

N ~ : . =

- - - 3
* Section 2. Safetyclauge. The general assembly hereby finds. determines, and declaresﬂm act’is necessary
for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health. and safety.

.z
. L.

- §

4

. ', . . )

;\) " Rues L o

) , EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 1971
: \( " (Approved by the Attorhey General of Colorado in September, 1975)

" 2207-R-10 Definitions ' . : :

v
(N

101 Charge: A st_a!ement' of _purpose‘ from local boards to local accountability commitfees The
{ statement_should cover the ar@as a board dasQS the commuttee to accomphsh for the purpose of
.- providing asdistance and support to the district’s atceuntability program.

P Lo~

- - 1.02 Cost: The ambunt of mohe'; and resources used in the accomphshment of a program as structyred '
} and defined by the local district. e ' . 'y
v . . - ) ' . AJ
. 1.03 District: A Colorado school dstrict organized And-existesg Pursuant to the law but ngt m'&udm%
. junior cgoﬂege district. - B e . T, 8 ' e
. s - - A o 4 - ~
1.04_  Educatnal Accountability: A practical and logical process for fooking@l education and its benefit .
- to students’in an objective manner The process asks the diStricts to establish educational goals. YT
- . deterqyne objectives, desrgn and implement a plan that wilt work toward thé,attﬁanmeﬁg of the - -3
objectives, design arid implement a procedure for evaluating accomphsﬁme,nt§ of the programs,
. and.use the informationcoming from the evaluation in pianning. budgeting, and decision-making. -
ﬁ . The process includes reporting the dccomplishments and costs of programs to the public. -
2 -5 . ‘ ¢ N . R . . -
1.05 Educational Accountabilify Programs: The plan for the process defined in JA which defines,
Y ‘ measures, dnd evaluates quahty ih education. The design of-the program shofild prowide for the _
. . idehtificatign, gathenng, analysis, reporting, and use of information n-the planhning, budgeting, and ., -
, A decusgon-makmgactmhesofadrsfﬂct:’ RN ST SO ) .
. ) - T - e T - . - ¢ -
"Ny 1.06 Evaluation: Acantinuous procedure for appraising the accomplishments of objectives. -
T . ‘ . = . . I ST - S - .
- : i St TN A R
1.07 Goafs: Gentral and timeless'sigtements gescribing what a distiict desires 10 prow gloritsstugents. , .- =~ -
. Goals state the broad purpose aig direction acound which a district designs éducationakprograms. - -
108 ° + Ldcal Board: Thelocal board of gdtucation feir a sehoot district” N 2
1.09. -.Major Edybational Deé?sion: A course of acxidn'determmed by the locat board that has a significant® 4
“mpact on ej;?tingprograms, initiates new programs, of affects scootservices and processes: . .,
. . ! , . - - ' . ‘n o ’
1410 - Progtam: A set of niecrelated procedures and achvities desighed by the districts'to achieve thewr L
v . stafed goals and objectives over a penod of time. The parts ot a program mc'lude‘but are nothmited >4
<= . . tonstructional and-support activities, methods of inStruction, Staffigg patierns, resources, ang the ="~
. use of curnculum, policy, and‘othervariabtes_asmgrbeapphcabfe. e # o e Tw o
, . : e et T T e -5
ST 1 £ R ?gon.‘}m description kry 1hé.Jocal bogrd 1o the gifizens summarizing thé accompiishments and - .
e cbsts of the districl’s educational program: and the-impact of major educational gecisions o S
. * student learming. The report should be in & format and vocabulary understandabie by lay citizens. | ]
e e e o . . L ‘_‘. S ‘_P_A“_vl e o e . e, - -
: . N ’ L 99 ' .’ ! ' ‘: T ;‘“:‘"“.;_‘ e T e
T ”~ ) ' LA} B v . . "
] - . ' iy

.
’ N . .
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‘COLORADO (continued) = -+ ‘ ' - .
¢ - . l_ /»’ﬂi . . -
o - - - R ~ ° -/ ’ N -, P - . . v -

112 Resources: An avglable source of supply, support, or assistance. Resources may be peronnel, i
finances, fgc;lme_s/fequupmem or matenals e » -

143 Staff Objectives: Statements describing in measurable or observable terms what the school district

personnet will accomphsh to support the learming outcomes given in the student. outcome

objectives. The objectives define the -qualty in management, organization and planning a staff

shotyd provide for learning programs. They are flexible and can be changed or modified,

~

114 Sfate Board: The Colorado Board of Education composgd of eletted representatives from the

.8 Congressional Bistricts withn Coloram\/ . .

115 Student Oufcome Objectives: Statements describing a learning outcome in measurable or

\ .‘ . observable terms that will be worked toward by the student. The objectives define the qualty in
o learming from the educational programs. They are flexible and can be changed or modified, "
o " . \ i . LN - '
2207 Local Boards -

201 Educdtional A abflity Program: The local board of each district shall develop_and adopt an
) . educational accountability based-on student and educational needs for that distnict. -
‘('-"-2302' ~ Educationa} Pjan: The district’s plan for its educational accountabity, program shatt be revewed,
. - up-_datgd,_—_a'nd any revisisns it the pian adopteddy the local board on or before July 15 of each year:
- - .:. (, ’ : ' L4 - ’ i i e - - - ' ) ’
- ‘2 23 < Resources for Plan: In applying accguntabiiity to budgetary process, the local board shall develop
*$7* 7 . thecapability and the responsibility to account for the expenditure of money and the commitment of
¢ other resources in terms of the results achieyed bws/edup,aﬁonal accountabllity program. This

B - “nvolves both the stewardship-of- money and other resSurces and, the evaluation of achievementin =~~~ .
refation 16 specified objectives and goals. The format should be in accordance with the Financiak___ .
Policies and Procedures Hand?ook as prescribed by the Financial Policies and Procedures Adt .
(22-44) . , ) v, e :

.o 204 Evaluation of Plan: The local board of each district shall design, adopt, and carry on an evalyation
’ - Procedure that is consistent with the accountability process..The evaluation procedure should be  +
” used to asssst the district in identifying the strengths and weaknesses of its educational pr‘qgrams', ite
" objectives; and-its goalsd The information and facts gathered through the procedure should be used.
to formulate appropriate eéducational decisions in planning and budgeting. - . ¢ .- . -,

Ay

4 4 e .
-

205  Report toState Board: On.or before June 15 of each year the local board shall réportto the State ~ «
Board on ds educational accountability.program for the previous atademic year. Localtoards may - =~ -

submut an.applicafion to the State Board requesting a thirty to sixty-day extension of the reporting .
- date. This report shall inClude the extent to which-the district has.achieyegd-its stated gohls and-
., gbjectives arid an analysis of educatiorial decisions made during the previous.schoot year which -
_* haveaffécted-school programs,services, and processes. The reporting form will be prévided by the v
Colorado Department of Education. * o “ . I o

citizens. The report shall incude the exterit to which the district has achieved #6 statedsgoals and ¥ - %,
- objectives, the cost of programs, fid am anllysis of educational decisions ade duringthe previous . < . -
+* school year‘which have affected school programs,- services, and processes. The format of this oot
report is.the option of the loca! district andl may include but shall not be limited to the state report as
demmmg.osofnmnés. - . ' S '

. . . - ‘: . s " . ] ‘ ‘
206  Report to Citizens: On or before December 31 of each yeer, thie local board shafl-report toits ~ -

i ' _ E : . SRR i N ‘ T
'2207R-3.0 Local Accountabliity Advisiory Commitiee . - T &

. 3.01. * Appointmént and Responeibiity: The local ‘board, upon the advice of the supefintendent, shall :
-+ appoint members fo the local‘ accountability advisory committee. .M bership of the local

.

g — s - - - — - - - — — - —_
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." COLORADO (continued) ' : '

. .
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’ [ ! .
commutiee shall be reported to'the State Board through the annual accountability report. The
.commuttee shall sérve as an’adyasory body to the locai board. ) . !
L) s L4 - - .

. 302 Membership: The local committee shall consist of at least one parent, on€’ property taxpaying

N resident who does not have children in the district’s schools, one teacher, one administrator, and

s ’ . one student” from the distmct. The iqcal superintendent, or such person as he shall designate, shall

serve as a resource member of the committee The State Board recommends that the iocal board -
inclsde representative ethnic and economic groups of persons of both sexes in the composition of
et . thecommitfee *

' -3 03,. Size and Distribution: The size of the local committeé shall be determined by the iocal board. The
distnbution ¢f the total number within, the,committee shall proyide a bafance in numbers among the

,  groups represented on the committee.
' /7

304 -~ Terms: The length of term of the members of .tﬁwe local commiftee shall be estabhshed by 1he local
‘ . board. ’ ‘ ' i
<. L . ) . 3y '/f
305 Internal Organization: The local committee shall elect a chrarman from among.#s members and

. shall establish a schedule of meetings and general rulés tor its operation This Informa};on shall be
. filed with the local board All meetings of the committee shal be publicized through the metha. -
- where feasible. at ieast twenty-four hours in advance and sha# be opmtg thepublic..® - ..
. b X gl S . ;

(3]
5

’ \ .
306 Charge from Board: The lecatboard shalt establish for the commuttee a charge consistent with the
) purposes of the educational accountabiity law “asigesend a statement of the charge 10 the |
committee The charge should pe revised and . m time to time by the local board -
* . ) I St . s Lt N
" 307 - Planning: Theiocal committee should establish objectives and a plan for stself, that will work toward
the accomplishment éfjhe charge tromthetocatbsard -~ -+~ - - .-

>
.

308 ° Reporting fo Board: The c'orprmttee should report to therr local board at leagt twice durihg the

4 . school year on its objegtives and plan for accomptishing the charge from the board. :

3.09 _ District Educational Plarx The local commuttee shall recommend to the local board on or betore
5 July 1% of each year an educational plan tor the continuing.development oj the accountability

P process in the district. Local boards may request a thirty-day extension-of the plan date. . >

2207-R-4.0 Local Acountabiity Programs . : .

- 401, Authoffzation: The board of éducation of _’each school distngt, tﬁ/rough‘ns supenintendent, shall
- cause to be designed. adoptdd, implemented. dnd maintained” its educational accountabilitys
progfam as défined in 1.05 of thee rules* .. . St
‘402, Review and Revision: The rewew and revisbn\p:y- the local board of the district’s plan for its
educational accountabihity program shall take place annually but no tater than June 15 of each year.
~ ., 4.03/ Parts of: The development of an educational accountability program shall consist of the followng .
. S -five sequential phases: ‘ ) : i .

» - *

4.03( 1} To develop. analyze, redefine, and smprove astatement of goals {of the district.

LT 4.03 (2) To identity and prepare statements of student outcome odjectives and staft ob;ectwés for '
. thedistnct. - - — ) - . S Lo
. - - - - . » P s . L 7’ . .
-, o ... 403 (3) Tomprove, modify, or develop programs 10 achieve the student outoome objectives and
oo o . staffobjectvesOtthedsinct. . _ — - ¢ . R
v . Amwmmn%mu-m-mﬁp&m»wgm%mw”-’ .
-~ - - * - A b S . -
——— J O S _.|~ e .;,- - . . AN
’ LI . .o . . N B '6“*1‘01‘ T ‘“_ LT T Tttt st s Tt (;—\— .4-——~—'—v- —— et
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" 2207-R-5 0 Colorado Board of Education . \ e ;
.. 501  State Accountabiity Program: The State 8 : )

- of Colorado nef
:\\ . g o . - -, ! - ’ 3 d . *
) Wt procedures for évaluation within the accountabity process that whi‘assist and
. . ~ - vt . . o . T .

e "‘ e " . T T ""’1‘62‘_’_" “" e — — - T :,'?';'r’“‘
O § -
.\\:, . ' : . - L. . . -

..and 'report the strengths, weaknesses, ‘accomplfshmems, and

costs of €Slablished programs in terms of the goals, student ougcqrpefobjé‘ctives, and

jectives of the distnct. * . e

403(5) To redefine and modfy, based on evidence from the évaluation procedure, any of the parts
*+orcharactenstics of a program through planning, budgeting, and decision-making.

454 . Timetable: The local board shall establish a timetable for the development and operation of its

educational accountabulity program as described in 4.03 of these rules )

Roles of Participants: In designing and nmplementmé the district's educational acceuntability

vrogram, the board, its superidtendent, and its local committee shall work through the district's

crofessional staff of admm.:str'ators and teachers, other citizen advisory groups that may be

, ©stablished by the board, and the community. The functions and responsibilities of parficiparits in

4$'1g planming and accountabulity for improving ingtruction should include but not be imited to the

‘viiowing procedures and activities. - -

. 40511) The administrative portion of the professional staff shall assist and support the superintend-
ent in the implementation of the decisions and procedures needed to facilitate the ..
educatioridl programs, shall provide assistance and support to the teacher portion of the '
. prodgssional staff as it works with the educational programs; shall provide information and
recommendations describing the outcomes of the educational programs to the local
committée and the logal board for:use in the planning, budgeting, and decision-making

needed to design or improve the educational programs. -

N

. . . ' o

(7 4 05 12) The teacher portion of the professional staff shall assist dnd support the administrative staff

. i the implementakon of the educational programs; shall work closely with the administra- R

- - tve staftm the ptanning of educational progranmts and the Tormulation of objectives for the - .

.programs; shall serve as facilitators for the educational programs .in their, areas of

responstbilities; shall provide information and recommendations about the strengths and - -
weaknesses' of programs they work- with to ap ropriate groups for the rewisiod and
. modification of the prygrams; shall provideinformation and recommendations about the
c strengths and weakn ‘of programs to the local cgmmittee and the local board-for use mn
€ -the planning, budget’g. and decision-making needefl 16 design or improve tHe educational
programs.” ‘ toe + v ’ ‘

4.05 (3) Channels for communication should be estabhshed etween t'hexpa_t commuttee and other
board appsinted citizen advisory groups when they,dre dealing wif%gimﬂa or related areas
of educatiogal concern. ‘ . . A :

.
.
PR

B33

. ¢ g z < .
— M

4 05 (4) The commiunuty. of the district should belencourafe to expregs their coRcerns and desires
about the district’s ed onal programs through gdmmunication with thig local board, the
superintendent, or the localsgmmittee. o A

.

«
] . -
4 ’

X / N

_ sard shall recnrﬁmend procedures for th@development
of a state accountabity program which shall: . . . i
.-, - £ R . . » »
5.01 (1) Describe and prowide for the implementation of a procedure for the contin
. " andmprovement of a set of goals for‘egucation in the State of Colorado.
§ ) o 7 ’

. 5.01(2)Cause to be designed ang,implemenied procedures that would assist in odemi!ynng those
factors or conditions’that may-inffugnoe the at%t of qualty in education;in the State
A3 - - . i




COLORADO (continued) »=

support the local districts in determining the extent to which student outcome objectives ‘-
and staff objectives have been accomphished. Evaluation instruments, including appropri-
ate tests. may be developed to assist_districts in data collection which can be. used in
planning.budgeting. and decision-making by the focat district. The use of these instruments
shall be at the option of the local districts.Standardized tests shall not be the sole means
develop.ed to assist th‘e focal district in collecting needed information.

502 Support to the State Committee: The State Board shalt provide such data, faciities, personnel,
and such budgetary assistance as are necessary for the State Accountability Advisory Committee
. to perform its duties. - ’

503 Support for Digtricts: The State Board shall establish policy and procedures that will assist'local ~
— boards in"the preparation of district goals and objectives and in‘the degign and implementation of an
evaluation procedure for measuring the degree of accomphishment of the district’s_educational
program in terms of the goals and objectives

8 < =
Report to General Assembly: The State Board shall transmit to the general assembly no fater than
March 1 of each year a report of its activities in developing and administekng the educational N
accountability program, including the progress ofilocal school districts toward the achievement of
their respective goals and objectives The State Board shall also recommend any legistation whichit . 4
deems necessary for the impgovement of educational quality in this state ’

5.04

~

T 2207-R-6.0 CQIo;ado Department of Education
601, Assistance to Local Districts: The Colorado Depattment@f Education shaif provide assistance and.,

support to the local districts in_the development, revisih. mqgtfication, and maintenance of
- educational accountabihty programs. . .

P - - PR — -
v

L} ¢ '

6.02 Collection of Available Resources: The Colorado Depéartment of Education should serve as a
resource center for the focal districts in the development and use of accountability through finding,
collecting, designing. and distributing pybhications, procedures, and other resources asked for by
the focal distncts. Information should be idefifiied and made available from the districts, the

departmen®} other professional groups, other states, or any other source that migtit assist the local
districts

» A !

-6.03 Planning: The Colorado Department of Educatron shall use the information reported to the State -
; Board by the locak districts in thewr annual accountability reports to establish priorities and.plans for
giving assistance and support to the local districts in their accountability efforts.’
. . - - . 7 [N
.6.04 Coordination of A¢countability Process:- The Colorado Department of Education shall co¢rdmate ' ) .
- and consoldate within the Educational-Accountability Law of 197.% requests for the uge of the =
accountability process that may be includedin educational legisiation or fecommendations from the
State Board. All such accountability processes ‘'should be referred to the State Accountability 4
+  Advisory Commuttee for review and comment. ' ‘ : /

-

- .
g I‘ &

' 2207-R-7.0 State Atcountabifity Advisory Committee f
{ Atco k

j
. /

‘ 7.61 ' Responsibility to State Board and Colorado Department of Educatiori: i’he State ’ccountabi!ity
- Advisory‘Committee shall assist-the State Board and the Colorado Department df Education in
perfarming their dum\a:;g:mn the Accountability Law. The committee shall be an advisory body

o the State Board and't orado Department of Education. . B ‘ ~'.

702 Membership and.Term: The membership and terms of office for the State Committee are provided
for m the Accountability Law. . : -

- b Ve - s ) . - .
7,03 Planning: The State Committee shall design and adopt objectives and a plan for its activities by at
- _ . _ I e “; __;/_'"_‘ R S . -
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L least July 1 of each year in order to fulfilt its. obhgauons to assist the State Board and the.Colorado
; e Department of Educatton in the performance of their duties under the Law. % - -
L 704 Communication: The State Commuttee shall communicate and work closely with the staff of the
1} Lolorado Department of Educanon N carrying out its objectives and plan. -
' 7.05 " Alternative Approaches for Local Districts: The ‘State Committee and the Colorado Department of
. Education should work to develop alternative approaches that local districts could adopt or adapt
) ,,/ tor the development and use of the accountability process. This should be a particular prionty.in the
v / evaluation and cost benefit analysis portions of the accountability process. ’
706 Local Districts and Committees: The State Committee may serve in an advisory capacity to local
districts or committees when requested to do so.
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. ' Connecticut

TITLE 10, S. {0-4 CONN. GEN. STAT., 1971 (Public Act No. 665)

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of RepreSentatwes In General A . -
Section 1. Section 10-4 of the 1969 supplement to the gener, and the folowing is
supstttuted in lieu thereof: (a) Said board shall have general sup e educational interests

tion, special education,
vocationat education and adult education, shali provide leadersifip and otherwise prgmote the improvement of

education In the state, including research, planning a ation; shaij#repare guch courses of study and
publish such curniculum guides including recommendgions for textbogie® materalsfnd other teaching aids as it
to carry out duties presgribed by law; shall conduct

determines are necessary to :?m school distri
workshops and related activities? including proggdms of intergroup refations training, to assist teachers in making
n :mprovmg their proficiency in

effective use of such curriculum matenalis a

(b) Said board shall submit to t . - and to the general assembly, a
n of the public-schools and of the
amount and quality of instructiof therein and such other information as will pssess the true condition, progress
and needs of public education. Sasd board shall develop
procedure designed to measure objectively the adequdcy and effitiency of fhe educational programs offered by
the pubiic schoois and shall report on these pr ing, committee on education of the
general assembly by February 15, 1972.

Section 2. This act shail take,effect July 1, 1971 |

(¢) Said board shall also include reco
and may publish such reports and in
junisdiction as it deems adwsable

.

£ )
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) tional objectives. Such system shall include
assuring comparability where appropriate betife€rnstudent performance information collected
and reported by this system and national indicators of student performance. ' .

Florida
. TITLE 15, FLORIDA STATUTES ANNOTATED, S. 230.23, 1970

-

Section 9. ( 1) Development of Education Evaluation Procedures.

The commissioner of education shall, ne later than March 1, 1971, de\felop or cause to be developed ©
evaluation procedures designed to assess objectively the educational programs offered by the public sthools of
this state. The evaluation procedures to be developed shall include such methods as are necessary to assess the
progress of students at various grade levels and in the vanous educational progfams of the pyblic schools. The
evaluation procedures shall be so constructed and developed as to provide£ach school district with relevant
comparative date to enable district school board members, administrafors and the public to more readily
appraise educational progress and to effectdate the strengthening of the) district’s educational program. The
evaluation procedure shall provide a uniform evaluation of each sc istrict in this state, and, to the'extent
possible, be compatible with national procedures for the assessment of progress in education.

(2) Reports.

" The commussioner of education shall make a preliminary report to the state board of education and the
chairmen of the house and senate education committees by October 1, 1970. The preliminary report shall
irclude the commissioner’s proposed budget for imple?nentlhg the evaluation procedures in the fiscal year 19714
72. This proposed budget shall be included in the legislative budget of the department of education. The .
commissioner shall make a final report to the state board of 6qucktion and the legislature by March 1, 1971. The
final report shall inciude the commissioner’s recommendations for the dissemination of the data on educational
progress in each school district.... ,

[P
VoY

B

Y
\
~

&

Section 12. This act shall take effect July 1, 1970.

TITLE 15, FLORIDA STAfUTES.ANNOTATEb,‘S. 229.57, 1974
-~ {Educational Accountability Act of 1971) ~

-
.

Y . ) 4

" A Bill to be entitled: ‘ .

An act relating to education; amending subsections 229.57 (3) and 229.57 (4) ; Florida Statutes, 1971, to
provide procedures to assure comparabilty between state.assessment apd national assessment; to limst_
application of educational accountability program to the subject areas of reading, writing, and mathematics until
implementation.of this act has been completed in those specific subject areag, {0 provide that all students will be -
tested in the third through sixth grade by 1975-79; providing an effective datej

Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida:

-

(3) Educafional Accountgbility Program-+-The commissionér of education is directed to am'plement a
program of educationgl accgtintability for the operation and managément of the public schools, which shall

7 *

/
-

(@) Pursuant to subse t’io’n 229.053 (2) (e) the commissioner, with the approval of the state board of
education, shall, no later/than November 1, 1972 and each yéar thereafter, establish major vitimate, basic,

ational objectives for each grade level and subject area, including, but not
athematics, in the pyblic shcools, @
v 4 ‘

»

-

ioner shall develop and administer a uniform, statewide system’of assessment based in part
on critenon-refergnced tests and in part on norm-referenced tests to determine periodically#upil status, pupil

106-
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Flori,cfé (Continued)
,‘ ;j . ,

7

{c) The commussioner shall make an-annual public report of the aforementioned assesément results. Such

report shall include, but not be hmited to, a report of the assessment results by grade and équect area for each

: school district and the state, with an analysis-and recommendations coreerning the costs and differential

.effectiveness of inStructional programs. .

" (d) The school board of each district shall by the 1973-74 school year make an annual public report of the

aforementioned assessment results which shall include pupil assessment by grade and subject area for each
schogl in the district. A copy of the district’s public report shall be filed with the commissioner of education.

_ (e) The commissioner, with approval of the state board of education, shall by the 1973-74 school year,
develop accreditation standards based upon the attainment of the established educational objectives.*
(4) Implementation.—This section shail apply to the subject area of reading by the 1971-72 school year an
the subject areas of wniting and mathematics by the 1972-73 school year. No other subject-area shall be teste
until assessment in the subject areas of reading, writing, and mathematics has been implemented. Such ‘
» implementation shall include the testing of all third and sixth graders in the state by the 1974-75 school year and .
- of all third through sixth grade students by the 1875-76 school year in the basic areas of reading, writing an
.» mathematics. An interpretation of such test in each school shall be reported in the annual report of school
' progress.

Section 2. This act shall take effect upon becoming law.
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Michigan

Co PUBLICACT NO. 307 (S. 14 of 1969 Fiscal Act)
-t ’ (Enacted in August, 1969)

Sec. 14. The department of educCation shall begin to plan and develop a state program for the purpose of
conducting a peflodic and comprehensive assessment of educational progress. Such plan shall include
procedures for the objective measurement of instructional outcomes among the elementary and secondary
school students pursuing the various subjects and courses that commonly comprise school curricuia. Such plan
shall be made statewide in application among the elementary and secondary schodls. Such plan shall include
procedures for the presentation of periodic evaluation reports of educational progress for the state.

Also the department of education shall provide for an annual test or tests of pupil achievements in.the basic
skills. Such test or tests shall provide for the objective measurement of pupil legrming outcomes in reading,
mathematics, language arts and/or other general'subject areas. Such test or tests shall be undertaken at one or
more grade levels among elgmentary and/or secondary school and shall be made statewide in application
nsofar as 1s necessary and pogsible. ’

PUBLIC ACT NO. 38 (Vol. 18, Mich. C.L. . 388.’1081-1086)
{Enacted in 1970 )

AN ACT TO PROVIDE FOR ASSESSMENT AND REM‘EDIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS OF STUDENTS IN
READING, MATHEMATICS, AND VOGATIONAL EDUCATION. .

The people of the State of Michigan enact:

Sec. 1. A statewide program of assessment of educational progress and remedial assistance in the basic skills, "
of students in reading, mathematics, language arts and/or other general subject areas is established-in the *

department of education which program shall: .
IR . / .
(a) Estdblish meaningful achievement goais in thebasic skills for students, and 1dentify those students w_rgr“ .

the greatest educational needin these skills,

(b) Prowide the state with the information needed to allocate state funds and professional services in a
manner best caiculated to equalize educatibnal opportunities fot students to achieve competence ingsuch basic
skills. .

(d) Develop a system for educational self-periewdal that wouid continuously evaluate the programs and,by this
means help each school to discover and introiuceprogram changes that are most lif@ly to improve the quality of
education. . :

- (e) Provide the public periodically with information concerning the progress of the state system of education.
Such programs shafi extend curtent department of education efforts to conduct periodic and comprehensive
assessment of educational progress. ) '

)

. . L . . -

Sec. 2. (1) The statewide assessment program of educational probress shall cover all students annually at -
two grade ievels in public schools. - S ) 4, -

(2) The department of education, hereinafter referred 10 as.the department, shall develop and conduct the
program, and may utilize the assistance of appropriate testing organizations and/or testing specialist. The

program shall expand the current basic skills inventory in-grades 4 and 7 coordinated by the dppartment. .
_* (3) The program shall a competencies in_the basic skills and collect and utilize other relevant
information essential to the a ent program. d : -

(4) Based on ipformation from the program, students shall be identified who have extraordinary need for
assistance to improve their competence in the basic skifls. . : ' '
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) MICHIGAN (Continued)

(5) Information from the program shall be given to each’schgbl as s&on as possible to assistttinits efforts to
improve the'achievement of students in the basic skills. , . '
"Sec. 3. (1) Based on information from the mathematics, reading and language arts assessment program, the

department shall provide remedial assistance programs, as funds are made avalable by law to sckool districts to
* raise competenci€s in basic skills of students idéntified pursuant to subsectron-(4) of'section 2. A funded
" program sHall include but not be miited to the fellowing components:

(@) Diagnosis of each student’s performance dnfﬂcultlés‘and the development of an instructionat program
best suited to his individual needs. - .

(b) Provision for selection, adaption and mstal[atlor\ of instructional systems that take acgount of individual -

student needs. , -

(c) Provision for an evaluation of the program in order toll;ienmy changes needed to improve program
effectivengss. . ' . - -

.

- (2) The department shall establish guidelines and specifications for the program components. The
’ department shall provide technical assistance to each school district in its implernentation-of the guidleines and
specifications. The department shall conduct such evaluation necessary to provide adequate information for the
setting of guidelines. -

.

" . ' -

¢ (3) The department shall provide fér preservice and in-service training of staff who would be involved in thé
school programs. . . :

(4) Yhé’department with the cooperation of séected schools shall establish demonstration projects in basic

skills.
/‘3" . ., -

B (5) Aremedial assistance prograin shall be aqd;ted asp
state department of education to facilitate-the accountabili
N .

of tt9e§

of each school for its programs.

rogham is established in the department of education to
ams’ ' g

Sec. 4. A vocational education demonstratlon%
develop, test and evaluate the following innovative pr

{a) -A vocational education assessment and counseling system using computer and other automated

~ techniques. .« < - . RN

(b) A new career development program to devise curricula and matenzyb/r néw careers in the [abor market.
- A o ~ N &1 R ~ And

Sec. 5. (1) The vocational education demonstration program sh d%wm@m not moreé than
3 school districts. The department shall formulate plans an ~Select thef@monstration districts develo
instruments for measurement of the program. D ation programs shall be operated i
during the 197 1-72 school year. . . .

. t- / ,
(2) The department shall evaluate “the program and recommend‘to the governor tbe/ legistature a
" _statewide vocational education assessment, counseling and evaluation program by Degeffiber 31, 1972.__e=" -

*

. " . < > T N

Sec-6. The dapartment shall promulgate rules necessary to carry out the prthis act, in accordance
with’and subject-¥o the provisions of Act No. 306 of the Public Acts bf 1969, being sections 24.201t0 24.313 of
the Compiled Laws of 1949. . \

This act fs ordered to take immediate effect. .

t . )

()

ation by an agenc'y independent of the
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